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Current “Topics. 


The Law of Property Bill. 
Tue Law or Property BIL was introduced in the House by 
the Lord Chancellor on Wednesday, and read a first time, but 
since the wisdom of Parliament prescribes that Bills shall 
be introduced and read before they are printed, and the present 
sill is, as is well known, of portentious length, its actual text 
is not yet available. So far as the question of compulsory 
registration is concerned, it will probably be found to reproduce 
the arrangement incorporated in last year’s Bill under which, 
in effect, there will be a period, of ten years before any change 
as to registration will be made, so as to allow the amended 
system of private conveyancing a fair run. The main point of 
interest will be to see the changes which have been made in the 
scheme for keeping all interests except absolute interests— 
i.e., legal estates in fee simple—and terms of years off the title as 
between vendor and purchaser. The Bill has been twice thoroughly 
considered in the House of Lords, and in some respects it represents 
a compromise ; it should not require much time there this session. 
It has not yet received any consideration in the House of Commons. 
but we noticed that during the debate on the Address, Sir 
DonaLp Mac ean, in referring to the legislative programme, 
suggested that it would not take long. It is an interesting 
aspect of the appointment of Mr. Leste Scort as Solicitor- 
General that he was Chairman of the Acquisition and Valuation 
of Land Committee to whose Fourth Report (see 64 Sor. J., 
pp. 172, et seq.) the present form of the Bill—as distinguished from 
Lord Haxpane’s Bill of 1913—is largely due. His assistance 
with the Bill should be valuable, especially as it has shown a 
tendency under the compromise to stray from the path of reform 
outlined in Mr. UNDERHILL’s pamphlet, ‘ ‘The Line of Jeast 
Resistance,” on which the Fourth Report v 


The Office of Lord Chief Justice. 

HowEVER PROPER may be the recognition of the services which 
Lord TREVETHIN has rendered in his long tenure of judicial office, 
and in this last year in the tenure of the high office of Lord Chie f 
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Justice, and however welcome may be Sir Gorpon Hewart’s 
succession to that office, it is impossible not to regret that this 
change has been dictated, to all appearance—and in these things 
it is appearance that matters—by political considerations. We 
rie ed not £0 80 fur as the Mo ning Post, which has been somewhat 
strongly criticizing the incident under the heading “ A New Way 
with Old Judges ;” and, indeed, our contemporary has to admit 
that the sting is taken out of the heading by the fact that 
‘apparently this undeserved slight to a highly respected Judge 
who had grown old in his country’s service has not provoked any 
manifestation of resentment on the part of Lord TREVETHIN.” 
Of course not. Lord TREVETHIN is, we assume, quite content. 
We are not going to say that it is all part of the bargain, for we 
have no evidence that there was a bargain. But it was universally 
understood a year ago that the recognition of Lord TREVETHIN’s 
long judicial services by appointing him to the office vacated by 
Lord Reapine would in the natural order of things produce 
another vacancy at a time more suitable for political exigencies. 
In the particular case there is of course no objection to what has 
occurred, and Sir Gorvon Hewarr commences his career as 
Lord Chief Justice with golden opinions from the profession and 
ihe public. But it is a well-settled rule in equity that regard 
must | id not to the particular case, but to the general 
tendency of the matter, and in that view it is to be regretted 
that the office of Lord Chief Justice of England should have 
incurred the suspicion that it has been the subject of political 
considerations. 


The Chief Justiceship of Lord Trevethin. 

We noricep shortly last week, as we were going to press, the 
retirement of Lord-Treveturn, and no lengthy appreciation 
of his services is necessary; it is only the other day that we 
had occasion to appraise his career upon his appointment. It 
will be generally agreed that he filled with dignity and distinction 
the high judicial office to which he was called in the very 
exceptional circumstances created by the unexpected promotion 
of Lord Reavine to be Viceroy .of India. Lord Treveruin 
was one of those robust and masculine characters, solid and 
scholarly rather than brilliant in intellect, who have added 
so greatly to the respect in which English judges are held. He 
was a sound lawyer, but he cared nothing for mere legal subtleties. 
He was contemptuous of mere sentimentality, but he had a 
strong emotional reverence for the nobler spiritual things in 
human life, such as Religion and Patriotism. Indeed, in a 
celebrated ecclesiastical case of ten years ago he rather astonished 
the Bar, at least that portion of the Bar who knew him not, 
by the warmth with which he protested at the refusal of con- 
scientious High Churchmen to grant Christian burial in con- 
secrated ground to pious people who had offended some disciplinary 
regulation of the Church ; he described such persons as condemned 
bv bigotry to be buried “like a dog beneath a hedge.” A 
man of extremely strong and firm character, he resented the 
expression by advocates of sentiments which he deemed hostile 
to our great national institutions; but he never carried his 
resentment beyond a dignified expression of his disapproval ; 
he did not scold or easily lose his temper. His never-failing 
self-respect taught him never to infringe the self-respect of 


others. P 


The Equity Bar and the Law Officers. 

THE APPOINTMENT of Mr. Leste Scort, K.C., to be Solicitor- 
General was anticipated as being an eminently suitable one if 
he cared to accept the post. We refer above to one piece of 
important work which he has done in what used to be looked 
upon as the Reconstruction Period—a period that has not quite 
answered optimistic expectations. But the perpetuation of 


both the law offices in the Common Law Bar accentuates the 
political dearth which appears to have befallen the Equity Bar, 
and—unless Lord HALDANE or Lord Buckmaster should happen 
to come back— 
an equity Lord Chancellor. 


excludes the probability of an early return to 
None of the best-known leaders 





at the Chancery Bar is, we believe, in Parliament, and though, 
as the case of Lord Davey shows, Parliamentary success in the 
quest and holding of seats is not a sine gud non for law officership, 
yet such a case is exceptional, and a good standing in Parliament 
is usually a preliminary. It may be that the work of an equity 
lawyer in large practice precludes Parliamentary ambition— 
especially under the modern hours of the House of Commons— 
or that politics have ceased to appeal to the equity intellect. 
But Lord SELBorNE managed to combine the demands of a 
large practice with Parliament, and he never worked on Sunday ; 
but it is said in his “‘ Life” that once he sat through every night of 
a week preparing for his work next day. 


Peeresses in the House of Lords. 


‘A PERSON,” soruns sect. 1 of the Sex Disqualification (Removal) 
Act, 1919, “ shall not be disqualified by sex or marriage from the 
exercise of any public function, or from being appointed to or 
holding any civil or judicial office or post.” Since this enactment, 
it has been clear that a peeress in her own right had only to claim 
the right to receive a summons to sit in Parliament for the claim 
to be admitted, and this has happened in the case of Lady 
RHONDDA, who, on the death of her father, succeeded to the 
Viscounty granted to him in 1918 under a special limitation to 
her in the grant in default of issue male. The Attorney-General 
had, indeed, no reply to the argument presented for Lady 
Ruonppa to the Committee of Privileges. lt can hardly be dis- 
puted that the right to sitin Parliament is a public function, and 
this once established, the conclusion in favour of the claim was, 
he said, irresistible. In Chorlton v. Lings (L.R. 4 C.P., at p. 392), 
indeed—as was pointed out in argument—the disqualification of 
women to sit in Parliament was said by W1LLEs, J., to be referable 
to the fact that, “in this country, in moderntimes, chiefly out of 
respect to women, and a sense of decorum, and not from their 
want of intellect, or their being for any other such reason unfit 
to take part in the government of the country, they have been 
excused from taking any share in this department of public 
affairs.” But that was in 1868, and things are not what they 
were. It is not for us, any more than for the Committee of 
Privileges, to cast any doubt on the change. The Act of 
Parliament is woman’s charter, and it is for her to take such 
advantage of it as opportunity and choice permit. 


Peeresses in Parliament. 

Tue REFUSAL of the Attorney-General, who appeared on 
behalf of the Crown, to contest Lady Ruonppa’s claim to sit 
in Parjiament, left unargued a question of much historical 
interest. We do not propose to discuss it here. What is beyond 
dispute is that in medieval times, while the right of women to 
exercise public offices was not recognised, in practice they some- 
times de facto did exercise such offices. Members of Parliament, 
in one or two cases in the reign of ELizaABeErH, are said to have 
returned members of the House of Commons, but, on examination, 
it appears that they did so by influence, as owners of a rotten 
borough, not as voters exercising the franchise: just as a Peer 
who could not vote for the House of Commons, might own a 
close borough and direct its electors to return without a contest 
his nominee, so a woman, who owned one, could similarly use 
social and economic pressure to have her way (Pollard’s Evolution 
of Parliament, p. 156). Where a woman held a barony in her 
own right, it was her husband, not herself, who sat in Parliament 
(ibid.). The celebrated case of the Borough of Gatton may be 
mentioned here. By the sixteenth century this borough had 
lost all its burgesses; that being so, the duty of returning a 
member rested with the lord of the manor—for the right to 
return a member was vested in the corporation of a borough 
as grantees of the “ manorial rights” by charter from its lord, 
and on the extinction of the grantees, those rights reverted to 
the lord (ibid.). Hence, in such a case, he had to return the 
member of Parliament on the demand of the sheriff; and this 
was done by means of an indenture between the lord of the 
manor and the sheriff. During the minority of a lord of the 
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Manor, his widowed mother and guardian, Dame ALicxe CopLey, 
acted on his behalf and signed the indenture returning a member 
of Parliament. But no case exists of a woman sitting by right 
in either House. 


Conversion of Houses into Flats. 


AN INTERESTING question arising out of the protection given 
to tenants by the Increase of Rent, &c. (Restrictions) Act, 1920, 
came in Berton v. Alliance Economic Investment Co. (Times, 
$rd inst.) before the Court of Appeal. The plaintiffs, the Governors 
of Dulwich College, were the lessors of a house in South London, 
and under the covenants in the lease the lessee was bound not to 
use the premises, or permit the same to be used, for any purpose 
other than a private davelling-house, aud there was a proviso for 
re-entry on breach. The defendants, who were the assignees of 
the lease, underlet the premises, taking a similar covenant from 
the under-lessee, but the under-lessee, in breach of his covenant, 
let the premises out as separate weekly tenements. The plaintiffs 
reported this to the defendants, and the defendants issued a 
writ against the under-lessee, and on Ist July, 1920, obtained 
against him an order for possession; but they took no action 
against the occupying tenants, who were respectable persons, 
and under existing circumstances, the defendants did not desire 
to turn them out. Moreover, they considered that the Rent 
Restrictions Act would probably nullify any proceedings against 
the occupiers ; and, it appropriate proceedings had been taken, 
the division of the premises into separate tenements might have 
been authorized by the local authority under s. 27 of the Housing, 
Town Planning, &c. Act,1919. The plaintiffs sued for forfeiture 
in that the defendants had “* permitted ” a breach of covenant, 
and before CoLeRipGE, J., they succeeded, and he allowed relief 
only on terms of the defendants undertaking—(1) not to permit 
further breaches of the covenant, and (2) not to apply for an 
order under s. 27 of the Act of 1919. The latter term is not very 
intelligible, for such an order seems to have been the proper 
way of dealing with the matter. However, the Court of Appeal 
have reversed his decision, and, taking what appears to be a tairer 
view of the position of the defendants under existing conditions, 
held that they had not “ permitted” a breach of covenant. 
They had only stood by and refrained from taking proceedings 
which there was reasonable ground to believe would have been 
futile. 


The Coroner’s “ View.” 

AN ELOQUENT plea for the statutory abolition of the coroner’s 
“View ”—i.e., the compulsory duty of viewing the dead body 
imposed on the coroner's jury by s. 4 (1) of the Coroners Act, 
1887—appears in a letter frofn a coroner published in The Times 
of the 7th inst. ‘‘ The intrusion of a coroner and jury to the 
death chamber,” he says, “in a private house, is resented, and 
very rightly resented, by the occupants. There may be exceptional 
cases where a view of the body is desirable. It is often helpful 
for a coroner to view the body of a reputed still-born child, with 
regard to coming to a decision as to whether to hold an inquest 
ornot. In cases of murder, medical evidence is always given, and 
the case is tried at the Assizes, where the judge and jury are not 
called upon to view the body. It is difficult to find any adequate 
treason for the retention of the view by either the coroner or the 
jury, and in the interests of decency, economy, and common 
sense,” he hopes to see the compulsory duty to view abolished in 
the new Coroners Bill promised by the Home Secretary, while 
the discretionary power to view should be preserved. We are 
not blind to the force of this plea. But it does away with a great 
safeguard which our law jealously preserved, namely, the restraint 
imposed upon influential or official evildoers by the fact that a 
jury must view the dead body, and so need not accept their 
Version of how the deceased met his end. There was a time in 
our history when this safeguard was important ; and a time may 
come again. In America, for instance, when a negro has been 
burned to death in the Southern States, if a jury is empanelled, 
itis usual simply to call one witness who says that the deceased 





was “ found drowned,” and the twelve jurymen can satisfy their 
consciences by finding a verdict in accordance with the only 
evidence before them. Were a compulsory view required by law, 
surely some one of the twelve jurymen would be unwilling to 
perjure himself, being deprived of the excuse that his verdict was 
formally “‘in accordance with the evidence.” The view may 
be a disagreeable duty, and in nine hundred and ninety cases 
in a thousand serves no useful purpose ; but the fact that it will 
almost certainly take place has a wholesome deterrent effect, 
and it would be a mistake to interfere with it too readily. 


The Statutory Obligation to View. 

INQUESTS MAY BE divided into three main classes (1) cases 
which have been attended by a doctor, who can certify without 
hesitation the cause of death; (2) cases not so attended, but in 
which a doctor has been summoned after the death and has 
considered it his duty to make a post-mortem ; and (3) cases where 
people are found dead in suspicious circumstances and where 
there has been no medical intervention of either of the above 
kinds. In the first and second class of cases, the doctor will be 
called as a medical witness at the inquest, so that the danger 
of improper concealment is diminished. In the third class of 
cases, the police intervene, so that here, too, the danger is not in 
practice great. But in neither case can it be altogether disregarded. 
It was this consideration, borne out by long experience, which 
induced Parliament in 1887 to insert in the Coroners Act of that 
year this provision: ‘ The coroner and jury shall, at the first 
setting of the inquest, view the body.” Non-performance 
of this duty is a sufficient ground fer quashing the inquisition 
and directing the coroner to hold another. But, if the Divisional 
Court does so quash an inquisition, or orders one to be held 
where the coroner has neglected or refused to hold one at all, 
then it would seem to follow from s. 6 (3), that no view of the body 
is necessary at such additional inquest unless the court expressly 
directs one to be held. The words of s-s. (3) are: ‘‘ Uponany such 
inquest it shall not be necessary, unless the court otherwise order, 
to view the body.” The learned correspondent of The Times 
regards it as gravely anomalous that a view should be necessary 
in normal cases where there has been no irregularity, but not 
necessary (unless ordered) where irregularities have led to the 
intervention of the court. But this misses the point. The reason 
for a view is to prevent “ hushing-up” of suspicious deaths 
where influence on the part of relatives or officials might easily 
succeed in so doing. But when once the court has been appealed 
to and has ordered an inyuest, it iselear that no further possibility 
of “ hushing-up ” exists. On the whole, then, it would seem that 
the time has hardly come for abolishing the compulsory view. 


Husband’s Liability for Lunatic Wife. 


THE FACT that marriage is a status, not a comtinuing contractual 
relationship, like partnership or agency, has been emphasized 
once more by the Divisional Court in Llewellyn v. Turner (ante, 
p. 284). A husband and wife had agreed to separate. A separation 
deed was entered into by which the husband agreed to pay the 
wife 17s. 6d. per week dum sola casta, and the wife agreed to 
indemnify the husband in respect of all legal liabilities arising out 
of his obligations as her husband. Subsequently, the wife became 
a lunatic and was received into a public asylum as a pauper 
lunatic by order of the guardians. The latter then claimed 
against the husband the expenses of maintaining her, which they 
assessed at 36s. a week ; they based this claim on the husband’s 
liability under s. 5 of the Poor Law Amendment Act, 1850. The 
contention for the husband was that his common law liability to 
maintain his wife had been abrogated by the separation deed 
just as it would have been abrogated by adultery or by permanent 
desertion on her behalf. But this view Justices, and, on a case 
stated, the Divisional Court refused to accept. The liability of 
the husband to his wife is one thing, they contended ; his obliga- 
tion to the State in respect of her maintenance is another. The 
former may be replaced by a substituted obligation in a separation 
deed as the result of mutual contract between the parties. Not 





339 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


March II, 1922 





—— 





so the latter. The husband’s obligation to maintain his wife, 
notwithstanding her conduct or a subsequent separation agreement 
between the parties, is absolute, except so far as he is excused by 
the terms of the statute itself. Therefore it is not limited to the 
weekly sum the husband has contracted to pay his wife. No 
doubt this rule of law was reasonable before the Married Women’s 
Property Acts and other statutes conferred on wives a complete 
independence of personality ; but, nowadays, it seems a hardship 
to impose on husbands all the obligations arising out of the 
marital relationship, while depriving them of all right to its 
privileges and of all power to enforce it. 








Payment of Annuities Clear of 
Income Tax. 


WE noticed some weeks ago under “‘ Res Judicate ” (ante p. 181) 
the decision of Eve, J., in Re Peck’s Settlement (1921, 2 Ch. 237), 
that an agreement in a settlement for payment of an annuity 
clear of income tax is void so far as it relates to the tax, notwith 
standing that the settlement is made in pursuance of an order 
of the court, and that the payment is secured by a trust declared 
of the settled funds. This decision was given last June. At the 
beginning of November, two other cases were decided on the 
same point, one in the Chancery Division, Burroughes v. Abbott 
(1922, 1 (h. 86), and one in the King’s Bench Division, Booth v. 
Booth (1922, 1 K.B. 66), and it will be convenient shortly to 
consider them, especially since the judgment in Burroughes v. 
Abbott furnishes a useful precedent for avoiding this reversal 
of the intention of the parties. 

The matter arises out of the provision of s. 103 of the Income 
Tax Act, 1842, declaring void all contracts, covenants and agree- 
ments for the payment of interest, rent or other annual payment 
in full, without allowing deduction of income tax. This is now 
contained in the All Schedules Rules to the Income Tax Act, 1918, 
r. 23 (2), in the following form: “ Every agreement for payment 
of interest, rent or other annual payment in full without allowing 
any such deduction shall be void.”’ In cases of rent, and of interest 
due under mortgages, the operation of this provision is familiar, 
and it is the usual practice for the tenant or the mortgagor to 
deduct the tax on payment of his rent or interest, and, indeed, 
there is a penalty of £50 for refusal to allow the deduction. 
When the rate of income tax was increased a few years back, 
some mortgagees cast about for means to throw the increase 
on mortgagors, notwithstanding the statutory provision, and 
it was discovered that, while an agreement to pay interest clear 
of tax was void, there was no objection in law to an agreement 
that the mortgagor should pay such a rate of interest as after 
deduction of income tax would leave a sum equal to interest 
at a specified rate, 7.e., the ordinary rate. In 1918, we printed 
correspondence which Messrs. Dunninc, Kay & ARMSTRONG, 
of Leeds, had had with Somerset House, in which the validity 
of such an agreement was admitted, though it was said by the 
Inland Revenue Authorities that a covenant to pay an additional 
sum equal to the income tax would be void ; see 62 Sol.Journ. 190. 

In the recent cases the same principle has been applied to 
annuities payable urder settlements inter vivos. In the case 
of annuities payable under wills, of course, no such question 
arises, for there is no agreement under which they are payable, 
and the direction to pay the annuity clear of tax is equivalent 
to an additional annuity of an amount equivalent to the tax. 
Moreover, in settlements inter vivos, there is another way of 
avoiding the difficulty, namely, by creating a tax free fund, 
and then directing payment of the annuity out of this fund. 
This was recognised in Brooke v. Price (1917, A.C. 115), where 
Lord Frntay, C., pointed out four ways in which tax might be 
dealt with in a settlement: (1) The parties may have arranged 
for the allocation as an annuity of a certain proportion (say) 
one-fourth of the income, subject to the tax, without having 
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deducted the tax from the gross amount ; (2) the sum so allowed 
may be a fixed sum payable out of the gross amount, without 
having deducted the tax; (3) The sum allocated may be a certain 
proportion (say) one-fourth of the net balance of income after 
income tax on the whole has been deducted ; or (4) it may bea 
fixed sum payable out of the net balance of income after deduction 
of tax on the whole. In cases (1) and (2) Lord Frnuay said the 
statutory provisions forbidding any agreement not to deduct 
tax would apply ; but not in case (3) nor apparently in case (4), 
though the application of that case to the circumstances before 
him appears to have depended on the special provision of the 
settlement in question. But, generally speaking, this decision has 
been treated as establishing that one way of avoiding the 
statutory prohibition is to create a tax’free fund, and then to 
give the annuity out of this fund: see Re Peck’s Settlement and 
Burroughes v. Abbott (supra). Since the tax has already been 
paid, no question of its being payable over again by the annuitant 
can arise. 

In Blount v. Blount (1916, 1 K.B. 230) under an order made 
by the Divorce Division, maintenance at the rate of £62 10s. 
a quarter was to be paid “ free of income tax,” and a deed made 
in pursuance of the order contained a covenant to pay the 
allowance free of income tax. This was a clear case of an 
infringement of the statutory prohibition, and accordingly 
the covenantee was entitled to deduct the tax. But Scrurron, J., 
in his judgment suggested that the result might he different if 
the claim to the tull allowance was made under the order and 
not under the covenant. This suggestion, however, does not seem 
to have been followed up in that case or acted on in subsequent 
cases. In Re Peck’s Settlement (supra), which was also a case of a 
settlement made in pursuance of an order of the Divorce Division, 
the husband settled funds on trust to pay an annuity of £175 
clear of tax, and he also covenanted to make good any deficiency. 
There was a deficiency, and he made this good during his life, 
but after his death it was held in favour of his executors that the 
covenant so far as it related to income tax was void. This 
was in accordance with Blount v. Blount (supra), and was not 
assisted by the distinction made by Lord Finuay in Brooke v. 
Price (supra). On the other hand; in Booth v. Booth (supra) 
the agreement was held to be good since it followed the form 
which, as we have pointed out above, has been adopted in reference 
to mortgage interest. By an agreement of separation the 
husband covenanted to pay to the wife “such weekly sum as 
will after deduction of income tax amount to £200 per annum.” 
The Divisional Court (HorripGe and SHearMan, JJ.) held that 
this was a covenant to pay such a gross sum as would after the 
deduction of income tax on that gross sum leave a net sum of 
£200 a year, and in this form was effective. 

The case of Burroughes v. Abbott (supra) has made an addition 
to the law as above stated, for there does not appear to have been 
any covenant by the husband—this also was a matrimonial 
case—to pay the annuity; all that he did was to settle funds 
on trust to pay the annual sum of £1,400 free of all deductions, 
including income tax, and it would seem arguable that the 
annuity was payable under the trusts and not under any 
agreement ; but P. O. Lawrence, J., considered that the deed 
contravened the statutory prohibition since it affected the right 
of the trustees to deduct the income tax from the annuity, and 
on this ground he held the provision for payment free from tax 
to be void. But inasmuch as this result was obviously contrary 
to the intention of the parties, he treated it as due to mutual 
mistake, and directed the deed to be rectified: that is, he 
recognized that the question of paying clear of income tax is 
only a matter of form, and since the parties had adopted the 
wrong form the deed was rectified by cancelling the wrong 
form and inserting the right form. Exactly what was the wrong 
form and what is the right form are very usefully shewn in the 
report, where they are given in full. In effect the right form 18 
that which we gave at the outset for mortgage interest. The 
trust should be to pay such a yearly sum as after deduction 
of income tax will leave a clear sum of £1,400. The deed which 
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= 
has thus been rectified was settled by one of the Conveyancing 
Counsel to the Court, so that lesser draftsmen may take comfort 
over their own mistakes. But the unprejudiced observer on 
considering the two forms may be inclined to say— 
“ Strange that such difference should be 
*Twixt Tweedledum and Tweedledee.” 








Avoidance of Contract by Mistake 
as to Identity of Parties. 


A QuEsTION of law which is of growing importance, but which is 
left in almost inextricable confusion by the authorities, concerns 
the effect upon a contract of mistake as to the identity of one of 
the contracting parties. The growing importance of this rule, as 
so often happens, is due to a change in the economic circum- 
stances of civilized nations. In the days when Lord MANSFIELD 
was building up our system of the Law Merchant, contracts of 
all kinds, but especially the great and fundamental mercantile 
contract, that of sale, usually took place within a narrow circle 
where everyone knew everyone else. Therefore blunders as to the 
identity of the other contracting party could not easily happen. 
Nowadays, commerce requires dealings between persons in two 
different hemispheres; communications may take place by 
telephone or telegraph, or even by wireless, constituting offers and 
acceptances ; moreover, the facilities for hiding one’s identity 
behind devices such as one-man companies and trading names 
are practically the invention of the last half-century. And, again, 
dealings are nowadays dependent upon personal credit and 
reputation, as opposed to tangible security, to a much greater 
extent than in other days. Hence the old dicta of Lord 
MANSFIELD and Lord BLackBuRN, expanded diligently into rules 
of law by the late Sir WitL1am Anson in the only unsatisfactory 
chapter of his brilliant little treatise on the Law of Contracts, 
are no longer of much assistance to any éourt. 

As a matter of fact, there are three possible cases of mistaken 
identity as to the parties. In the first place, the identity may be 
quite immaterial to the purpose of the contract: e.g., if I buy a 
copy of The Times from a newsvendor whom I believe to be my 
old accustomed dealer, JonEs, whereas he happens in fact to be 
Jones’ second cousin, who bears to him a singular facial resem- 
blance, it is obvious that I am in no way prejudiced. I want the 
paper, which I have got; the vendor, except in special circum- 
stances, does not matter. In such case, there is a binding contraet 
ab initio, and it is not possible for me to getitavoided : King’s 
Norton Metal Co. v. Edridge (1897, 14 T.L.R. 98). My intention 
was to contract with any newsvendor ; therefore the identity of 
the other contracting party is not material. To put it in the 
technical terms of logic, the other contracting party with whom 
I intended to contract was not a“ singular” term, such as JoHN 
Jones, but a“ particular” term, such as ‘“‘some newsvendor.” 

The exact opposite case arises where the person with whom I 
intend to contract is always and necessarily a special person ; 
for, in such case, his identity is very material. Where X proposes 
to marry Y, and is by accident married to Z in his place, it is 
obvious that there was no mutual assent of parties, and that such 
mutuality is absolutely material. In such a case the contract 
1s void ab initio. In the celebrated language of Garus, “ If 
Batzus marries SEMPRONIA in the belief that she is PuLcuRia, 
then the mistake is an essential error, and the contract is void 
ab initio; but if BaLsus marries Sempronta believing her to be 
rich and good tempered, when in fact she is poor and bad 
tempered, there is no mistake as to identity, and the contract is 
valid.” In the technical phrase of Aristotelian logic, in this 
second class of cases the other contracting party is a “ singular ” 
and not a “ particular ” term, #.e., it is “ Putcnria”’ and not 

“some woman.” The leading English decision on this point is 
Boulton v. Jones (2 H. & N. 564) ; but it is notoriously a confused 
and unsatisfactory decision. Here the defendant bought goods 








from the plaintiff, believing him to be his predecessor in business, 
against whom he had a set-off ; he would not have bought at all 
had he known that he was purchasing from a new dealer against 
whom he had no set-off. Clearly, the identity is material in this 
case, but in the actual decision much irrelevant stress was laid on 
the fact that the defendant was prejudiced by his mistake. Not 
the circumstance that the error was prejudicial in fact to the 
purchaser, but the circumstance that he did not intend to contract 
with the plaintiff at all is, it is submitted, the true ground of the 
absence of mutuality and therefore of a binding contract. 

The third class of case is the intermediate one, where the 
identity of the other contracting party was not in itself material, 
but where that party has wilfully deceived the other as to his 
identity with the intention that he shall contract with him. In 
such a case the contract is valid ab initio, there being no material 
mistake as to identity; but on discovery of the mistake, the 
injured party can get the contract avoided on account of fraud, 
provided he does not delay and provided no bond fide third party 
has acquired rights under it. It is important to distinguish 
this class of case from the second, because the rights of third 
parties are so very different in the two cases. When the contract 
is void ab initio, of course an innocent third party to whom 
its benefit has been assigned for value has no remedy whatever 
against the other contracting party; but when the contract 
is only voidable, he can retain his rights. The importance of 
this distinction needs only to be stated to be obvious: Hollins 
v. Fowler (1875, L.R. 7 H.L. 753). 

Although the distinction between these three cases would 
seem to be clear on grounds of principle, this difference has only 
recently been recognised by the writers of text-books. The 
great work of Pornter lays down the rule as follows : ‘‘ Whenever 
the consideration of the person with whom I am willing to 
contract enters as an element into the contract which I am 
willing to make, doubt with regard to the person destroys my 
consent and consequently annuls the contract. & it, 
the contrary, when the consideration of the person with whom 
I was contracting does not enter at all into the contract, and I 
should have been equally willing to make the contract with any 
person whatever, as with him with whom I thought I was con- 
tracting, the contract ought to stand.” (Traité des Obligations, 
s. 19). But it has been pointed out that this rule, so lucidly 
and admirably stated, omits consideration of the intermediate 
cases in which identity is not necessarily material, but becomes so 
because of a fraudulent misrepresentation by one of the parties : 
see Phillips v. Brooks (1919, 2 K.B. 243). The distinction is also 
clearly explained in Gordon v. Street (1899, 2 Q.B. 641), and in 
Stewart v. Kennedy (1890, 15 App. Cas. 75). 

Five interesting rules, deduced from the decided cases, are laid 
down in “ Bensamrn on Sale,” sixth edition, p. 121, may be 
summarized as follows :— 

(1) Where an offer is specific to A, and B accepts it 
and supplies the goods or services without the offeror’s assent, 
the latter is not bound to pay for the goods: Boulton v. 
Jones (supra). 

(2) A mistake as to the identity of the offeree is, so far as 
the existence of the contract is concerned, material if it shows 
that the offer was not in fact addressed to him, but unless 
it shows this it is immaterial: Nash v. Dix (1898, 78 L.T. 445). 

(3) Where A and B are present in person at the making of 
the offer by A to B, it will primd facie be deemed to be addressed 
to B. 

(4) When the person so addressed is using an assumed 
name, there is no presumption that the offer is inte 
him, and this becomes a matter of fact, requiring pro 

(5) Where the offeree represents that he is acting for an 
absent party, an offer addressed to him is deemed, prima 
facie, not to be intended for him personally, but for the party 
so claimed as a principal. 

A careful consideration of these rules will probably solve 
most difficulties that arise in practice. 
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Books of the Week. 


Real Property.—An analysis of Williams on the Law of Real Property 
tor the use of Students. By A. M. Wivusnere, M.A., LL.B., Barrister-at- 
law. 4thedition. Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. 7s, 6d. net. 


Accountants.—The Incorporated Accountants’ Year Book, comprising 
Lists of Members, Articles and Bye-Laws. The Society of Incorporated 
Accountants and Auditors, 3s. 


The Profession of the Law. Inaugural Address d-livered to the 
Edinburgh Juridical Society by The Right Hon. Lord Clyde, Lo:d 
Justice-Gneral. Wm. Hodge & Go. Is. net. 








Correspondence. 


|T'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Dear Sir,—If you will look at page 309 of your last issue, you will see, 
“ This kind of technicality is a very difficult one to answer in petto. 

In petto means “in one’s breast or private thought, or in contemplation.” 
Sir Walter Scott says: ‘I have a good subject for a work of fiction in 
petto.” Cardinals have also been appointed in petto. 

I should be very much obliged if you would give me any authority for 
using the words “in pelto” in the sense in which you have used them. 
[ remember T'he Spectator had an article, the caption of which was ‘‘ Muni- 
cipal Workshops in petto,” but I should not care to have a municipal 
workshop in my breast. 

E. T. HARGRAVES. 
80, Coleman Street, 
London, E.C.2, 
6th March. 

|We are never very sorry for our mistakes, for the corrector is always 

kindly and interesting.—Ed. 8. J.| 


CASES 








OF THE WEEK. 


House of Lords. 


HENRY BUTT & CO., LTD., ». WESTON-SUPER-MARE URBAN 
DISTRICT COUNCIL. 2lot February. 


HigHwayY—ExTRaoRDINARY TRAFFIC—STEAM WAGONS AND TRAILERS— 
No OTHER SIMILAR Trarric—Country Roap—HiGcuways anv Loco- 
MOTIVES (AMENDMENT) Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vict. c. 77), 8. 23. 

T'he owners of a stone quarry conducted their traffic on certain roads, which 
were not main roads, by means of heavy steam wagons and trailers instead 
of as formerly by horse-drawn carts of much less weight, and there was at the 
time no traffic comparable with it in quantity or frequency. 


Held, that the traffic was extraordinary traffic within s. 23 of the Highways 
and Locomotives (Amendment) Act, 1878. 


This was an appeal from a decision of the Court of Appeal affirming a 
decision of Eve, J. The action was brought by the respondents against 
the appellants who were quarry owners to recover extraordinary expenses 
incurred in repairing certain roads. It was alleged by the respondents 
that the appellants who had previously used exclusively horse-drawn 
vehicles for the carriage of their stone had recently substituted steam 
wagons and trailers for that purpose and that this change in the mode of 
transport constituted extraordinary traffic over the roads. Eve, J., gave 
judgment for the respondents, and the Court of Appeal affirmed his decision. 
The appeal originally came on in June, 1920, but the case was referred 
back to Eve, J., to report on a further question of fact. 

Lord HaLpANE said he was satisfied that there had been a material 
increase in the traflic which was mainly caused by the appellants. The 
question was whether the appellants could substitute steam wagons for 
the old horse-drawn wagons having regard to the character of the roads 
without coming within s. 23 of the Highways and Locomotives Act, 1878. 
The roads were not main roads and did not appear to have been laid out 
for such heavy traffic as the appellants had brought upon it. It was clear 
that their traffic during the twelve months preceding the issue of the writ 
had led to the necessity for extra repairs and to extra expense. The 
relevant question about these facts arose on the interpretation of s. 23. 
Was the expense incurred in repairing the roads caused by the appellants’ 
traffic, and also an expense which was beyond the average cost of repairing 
highways in the neighbourhood and cost due to weight which was excessive, 
or to traffic which was extraordinary so as to amount to something beyond 
the average standard in the case of these highways? The ordinary traffic 
might change in course of time and the road must be made and kept suitable 
to serve such changing requirements. But did it follow that traffic which 
was ordinary on some particular road which had been made specially 
fit for it was necessarily to be taken as the ordinary traffic forming the 
standard in the case of a different kind of road near by? He did not 
think so. A country lane might be a highway but yet not a main road. 


the intention to compel the authority to put every country lane in such a 
condition as to be able to carry traffic which only a main road could bear, 
But if so the words “ average expense ” must be construed to meet such 
a case distributively as referring to the average in the case of neighbouring 
highways which were similar to the one in question, and not as laying down 
a rigid standard to be ascertained by that of the most strongly constructed 
road in the vicinity. It was clear from the evidence that the only reason 
for the change of circumstances was the action of the appellants themselves, 
and it did not follow, because they could not be sued for expense incurred 
before 1916, that therefore what they did then gave them a right to continue 
to do it without paying for fresh damage caused to the road, or altered 
the general traffic on the road. The traffic in such a case did not become 
ordinary traffic and there appeared to have been no other traffic of the 
kind. Even if the question were unaffected by authority, the expenses 
to which the respondents had been put were extraordinary within the 
language of the section. But there were authorities which went far towards 
establishing this conclusion. One of such authorities was the case of 
Barnsley British Co-operative Society v. Wansborough Urban District Council 
(1916, 1 A.C. 291), which decided that s. 23 meant, that the mere fact that 
the road was the only road which could possibly be used for the particular 
traffic was not relevant for the purpose of preventing the section from 
being applicable. The question whether the traffic was extraordinary 
was one merely of fact. and the motive determining the person who used 
it and was sought to be charged under the statute was unimportant 
and beside the point. That decision disposed of the argument that 
the appellants had no way of getting their new vehicles to their destination 
other than along the roads in question. That circumstance did not 
stand in the way of their having to pay for the privilege. In Hill v. Thomas 
(1893, 2 Q.B. 333), Lord Justice Bowen in delivering the considered 
judgment of the Court of Appeal decided that extraordinary traffic in 
the sense of the words used meant “a carriage of articles over the road 
at either one or more times which is so exceptional in the quality or quantity 
of articles carried, or in the mode or time or user of the road, as substantially 
to alter and increase the burden imposed by ordinary traffic on the road.” 
He pointed out that the relief was given in respect of exceptional user, 
and therefore in all cases in which the burden was increased the word 
extraordinary was applicable to what was unusual in amount. The purpose 
of the Act was not to prevent only unlawful user. It was to provide for 
damage caused by legitimate user, and was remedial and intended to reach 
those who carried ordinary articles, but not in the limited manner in which 
other people carried them. The words of s. 23 showed the intention of 
the Legislature to bring such traffic as that of the appellants within the 
section as soon as it was shown that it had caused extraordinary expense 
for repair of the road by reason of the excessive weight of such traffic over 
the average of that for similar roads in the neighbourhood. If that were 
so the judgments of the courts below were right and the appeal should 
be dismissed with costs. ‘ 

Lord Cave, Lord Fintay, Lord Duneprx and Lord SHaw oF 
DuMFERMLINE gave judgment to the same effect.—CounsEL : Upjohn, K.C., 
Jowitt & Hodge; Macmorran, K.C., and Scholefield. Sowicirors: 
Joynson Hicks, Hunt & Co.; Mead & Co. for William Smith & Sons, 
Weston-super-Mare. 


[Reported by S. E, WILLIAMS, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Court of Appeal. 


KNOWLES »v. SALFORD CORPORATION. 


No. 1. Ist and 2nd February. 


AGRICULTURE—ALLOTMENTS—ComPuULsoRY Hirinc—Breakinc Up oF 
PasturE LanD—COoNDITION—SATISFACTION OF MINISTRY OF AGRICULTURE 
AND FIsHERIES—SMALL HoLprInas AND ALLOTMENTs AcT, 1908 (8 Edw. 7, 
c. 36), s. 39, Sched. I, pt. 2, clause 2 (b)—Lanp SETTLEMENT (FAcrLitIEs) 
Act, 1919 (9 & 10 Geo. 5, c. 59), s. 25 (1), Sched. IT. 


A local authority has power under the Small Holdings and Allotments Act, 
1908, as amended by the Land Settlement (Facilities) Act, 1919, to make an 
order compulsorily hiring land for the purpose of small holdings or allotments, 
subject to the condition that the order is not to authorize the breaking up of 
pasture unless small holdings, or allotments, as the case may be, cannot otherwise 
be successfully cultivated. 

Held, that “ cultivated’’ means cultivated on the plot of land to be hired 
by the order, and that the Ministry of Agriculture need not be satisfied that 
there is no other land in the neighbourhood capable of being so cultivated without 
breaking up pasture. 


Appeal by the plaintiff from a decision of the Vice-Chancellor of the 
Palatine Court of Lancaster dismissing a motion for an injunction to restrain 
the defendant Corporation from entering upon certain land of the plaintiff 
for the purpose of using it for allotments. The plaintiff, Sir Lees Knowles, 
owned a farm of some 17 acres at Pendleton, near Salford, the whole being 
pasture land. There was a considerable demand for allotments in the 
neighbourhood, and the defendants had endeavoured to obtain some of this 
land for that purpose by agreement with the plaintiff, but the plaintiff 
refused to let it, as he objected to the pasture being broken up. He 
suggested through his agent that there was other land in the immediate 
neighbourhood available, but the defendants replied that the only other 
convenient land consisted of a park and playing fields belonging to them 





The language of s. 23 itself recognised that. It could hardly have been 


which they were prohibited from using for the purpose of small holdings 
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or allotments. On Ist June, 1921, the defendants made an order com- 

rily hiring some three acres of the plaintiff's pasture land upon terms 
set out in the schedule to the order. By the Small Holdings and Allotments 
Act, 1908 (8 Edw. 7, c. 36), s. 39, it is provided “‘ (2) Where a council propose 
to hire land compulsorily, the council may submit to the Board [of 
Agriculture] an order for the compulsory hiring of the land specified in the 
order for a period not less than 14 or more than 25 years, and the provisions 
of Part I of the First Schedule to this Act shall apply to the order in like 
manner as it applies to an order for compulsory purchase, with the sub- 
stitution of ‘ hiring’ for ‘ purchase,’ and with the modifications set out in 
Part II of that Schedule ; (3) An order under this section shall be of no force 
unless and until it is confirmed by the Board, and the Board may, subject 
to the provisions of the First Schedule to this Act, confirm the order either 
without modification, or subject to such modifications as they may think 
fit, and an order when so confirmed shall become final and have effect as if 
enacted in this Act, and the confirmation by the Board shall be conclusive 
evidence that the requirements of this Act have been complied with, and that 
the order has been duly made, and is within the powers of this Act.” Part II 
of the First Schedule to the Act is entitled ‘‘ Provisions as to the compulsory 
hiring of land by a council” and clause 2 (b) as amended by the Land 
Settlement (Facilities) Act, 1919 (9 & 10 Geo. 5, c. 59) is “‘(2) The Order 
authorising the land to be hired compulsorily shall determine the terms and 
conditions of the hiring other than the rent, and in particular, (5) Shall not 
authorise the breaking-up of pasture unless the Board are satisfied that it 
can be so broken up without depreciating the value of the land, or that 
the circumstances are such that small holdings, or allotments as the case 
may be, cannot otherwise be successfully cultivated.” The words in italics 
were introduced by the schedule of minor amendments of the principal 
Act to the Act of 1919. By the Land Settlement (Facilities) Act, 1919, 
s. (1) “ Any order for the compulsory acquisition of land which is duly 
made after the date of the passing of this Act and before the expiration of 
three years from that date by a council under the Small Holdings and 
Allotments Act, 1908, need not, except as otherwise expressly provided by 
this Act, besubmitted or confirmed by the Board of Agriculture and Fisheries 
but shall have effect as if it had been so confirmed.”’ Under ss. 25 and 39 
of the principal Act acquisition includes hiring. Immediately after the 
making of the Order of Ist June, the town clerk of Salford wrote to the 
Ministry of Agrieulture and received a reply saying that the Minister was 
satisfied that the circumstances were such that the proposed allotments 
could not be successfully cultivated unless the pasture was broken up. The 
plaintiff contended that this was not a sufficient compliance with clause 2 (b) 
of the Schedule, and that the Ministry ought to be satisfied that no allotments 
could be successfully cultivated in the neighbourhood without breaking up 
that particular plot of pasture, and further that the satisfaction of the 
Ministry should be expressed before the order was made. The Vice- 
Chancellor rejected these contentions and dismissed the motion with costs. 
There was no agreement to treat it as the trial of the action. The plaintiff 
appealed. 

Lord SteRNDALE, M.R., said that the question arose out of the compulsory 
hiring of land belonging to the plaintiff by the defendant corporation. The 
plaintiff's real objection was that he thought that the land ought not to be 
taken and cultivated as there was other equally suitable land available. 
But that was not a question which the court could consider. Parliament 
had made the local authority, subject_up to 1919 to the confirmation of the 
Board of Agriculture, the judge of that matter. Since 1919 the confirmation 
ofthe Board had ceased to be necessary, and no one could now say that the 
local authority had wrongly exercised its discretion in the selection of land 
taken for allotments. All that the court could decide was a question of 
law, not of discretion. The matter came before the court on a motion for 
an injunction, and, the respondents not objecting, should be kept in statu quo 
until the trial of the action. The only point which the court could now 
decide finally was the question of construction. The point arose on the 
construction of clause 2 (b) of Part II of the First Schedule to the Small 
Holdings and Allotments Act, 1908, as amended by the Land Settlement 
(Facilities) Act, 1919. His lordship read the clause as amended, and said 
that, treated in its original form as relating only to small holdings, he did 
not think that there would be any great difficulty in working it, because the 
working of a small holding might or might not involve the breaking up into 
pasture of land taken and comprised in the orde~, or of part only of the 
land. But then by the Act of 1919, probably without consideration of the 
result, the words “‘ or allotments as the case may be ” were inserted in the 
clause. It was obviously a very much more difficult provision to work in 
the case of allotments, as if pasture land were taken to be used for allotments 
it would necessarily have to be broken up. The learned judge had clearly 
stated the two contentions relied on by the plaintiff, which were—(1) the 
Board were not satisfied before the order was made that the circumstances 
were such that allotments could not otherwise be successfully cultivated ; 
and (2) the Board ought to be satisfied that allotments in the neighbourhood 
could not be successfully cultivated without breaking up the pasture, and 
not only that allotments on the land to be hired could not otherwise be so 
cultivated ; and he came to the conclusion, with which he (his lordship) 
agreed, that neither of those contentions was well founded. Just as in the 
case of small holdings, so in that of allotments. one could only look at the 
piece of land to be taken. The construction which involved inserting the 
words “in the neighbourhood”’ was an impossible construction, The 
provisions of the schedule dealt only with the land taken under the order, 
and not with considerations to be entertained before it was determined to 
take that particular piece of land. However absurd the result, it meant 
that if pasture land was taken to provide allotments it would have to be 





broken up. Those who caused the word “allotments” to be inserted in 
Schedule I, Part II, clause 2 (b), which previously dealt only with small 
holdings, could not possibly have contemplated the result. One construc- 
tion was absurd, the other impossible, so the court was bound to accept the 
absurd one. That, however, was the only point which he (his lordship) 
proposed to decide. The appeal therefore would be dismissed. 
WarrRincton and Youncer, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same 
effect, the latter observing that by the amendment made in 1919 the only 
protection of landowners against the compulsory breaking up of their 
pasture to provide allotments had been taken away.—CounsEL : Cunliffe, 
K.C., and J. Bennett ; Grant, K.C., and Abbott. Soxricrrors: Lycett, 
Jepson, Birley & Co., Manchester ; L. G. Evans, Town Clerk, Salford. 


[Reported by H. LANGrorpD Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


INTERNATIONAL PRODUCERS LTD. v. FORBES. 
Peterson, J. 8th February. 


PRACTICE—ALLEGATIONS OF Fraup—JURY—TRANSFER FROM CHANCERY 
to Krxe’s Bzencu Divistons—DiscreTtion—Juriges Act, 1918 (8 & 9 
Geo, 5, c. 23), s. 1, (B), (c)—R.S.C. Orb. 36, rr. 1 to 6a. 


Section 1 of the Juries Act, 1918, means that where there is an existing 
power to direct trial by jury, then trial by jury is not to take place except in the 
cases therein specified, and Clause (B) thereof is confined to cases in which, apart 
from the Act, it would be in the power of the court in which an action is 
commenced to direct trial by jury, and accordingly the section must not be used 
to obtain the transfer of an action from the Chancery Division to the King’s 
Bench Division on the ground that allegations of fraud are made therein. 


Baring Bros. & Co. v. North Western of Uruguay Railway Co. (1893, 
2 Q.B. 406). 

The Act is ‘‘an Act to limit the right to a jury in certain cases, and must 
not be used to extend the right to civil cases commenced in the Chancery Division 
where the right to a jury never existed before.” 


Sage v. Eicholz (1919, 2 K.B. 171). 


This was a motion by the defendant in the action to discharge an order 
of Peterson, J., made in Chambers, refusing the defendant’s application 
for a trial by jury. The action had been started in the Chancery Division, 
and certain allegations of fraudulent nisrepresentation and corrupt bargain 
were made therein, and the defendant first made his application for a jury 
on the summons for directions. It was contended for the motion thats. 1 (b) 
of the Juries Act, 1918, gave the defendant a right to a trial with a jury. 
In the alternative the court was asked to exercise its discretion in the 
defendant’s favour, both generally and under s. 1 (¢) of the said Act. The 
following cases were referred to :—Clarke v. Cookson (1876, 2 Ch. D. 746) ; 
West v. White (1877, 4 Ch. D. 631) ; Bordier v. Burrell (1877, 5 Ch. D. 512); 
Jenkins v. Bushby (1891, 1 Ch. 484) ; Jn the Estate of Groos (1904, P. 269) ; 
Sage v. Eicholz (supra); Baring Bros, & Co. v. North Western of Uruguay 
Railway Company (supra); and R.S.C. Ord. 36, r. 6a. 

Pererson, J., after stating the facts, said :—This is an action which is 
very common on both sides of the court, and it is clear that before tho 
Juries Act, 1918, an action of this kind in the Chancery Division would 
have been retained in that division for trial, and would not have been 
transferred to the King’s Bench Division, except in special circumstances, 
and prior to that Act there was no right on the part of a defendant to have 
insisted that an action commenced in the Chancery Division, and making 
charges of the description now alleged against him should be tried by a jury, 
and transferred to the King’s Bench Division. It is notorious that the 
Act was passed to meet the difficulties and inconveniences caused by the war, 
and the title to the Act stating the objects of the Act, the part of which was 
“to limit the right to a jury in certain civil cases,” must be borne in mind. 
The basis of the present application is s. 1 (6) (which it has been contended, 
applies to every action in which fraud is alleged in whatever division of the 
High Court it is commenced). To read the clause in that wide way would 
lead to singular results. For instance, under the Judicature Acts there 
were certain matters which were assigned to the Chancery Division, such as 
dissolutions of partnership, redemption and foreclosure of mortgages, 
setting aside deeds and specific performance, and in every one of such 
actions it is common to find allegations of fraud on the part, either of the 
plaintiff or of the defendant. If the applicant’s contention is correct, then 
the result would be that a mere allegation of fraud would entitle the 
defendant to a jury, and to have transferred to the King’s Bench Division 
an action which the Judicature Acts have assigned to the Chancery Division. 
Such a result could not have been contemplated by the Legislature when 
passing the Juries Act, 1918. The title of the Act shows an intention to 
limit the rig’.t to a jury in certain civil cases, and not to exter ’ the richt 
to civil cases commenced in the Chancery Division. Where th 
jury never existed before, and, moreover, the application co 
by s. 1 (a) was an application for a jury and not, as would hav bet 
case in an action commenced in the Chancery Division, an application 
for a transfer to a division in which a jury could be obtained. In my 
judgment the real meaning of sect. | is that where there is an existing power 
to direct trial by jury, then trial by jury is not to take place except in the 
cases there specified, and that Clause (b) of sect. 1 is restricted to cases in 
which, apart from the Act, it would be in the power of the court in which 
an action was commenced to direct trial by jury. I do not see any reason 
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why I should exercise my discre‘ion and order a transfer, or any reason for 
thinking that the action would be more satisfactorily tried in the King’s 
Bench Division than in the Chancery Division, and, therefore, on both 
grounds, the application is refused.—CounseL: Eustace Hills, K.C., and 
Percy Handcock; E. F. Spence. Sowicrrors: Howard and Veneer ; 
Downer & Johnson. 


[Reportel by L. M. MAY, Barrister-at-Law.] 


In re VESTAL HOSIERY COMPANY, LIMITED. 
P. O. Lawrence, J. 24th January, 

Company— WInpDING-UP—PracTICE—MISFEASANCE SuMMONS—-TRANSFER 
rrom County Court To Hien Court—Compantres (CONSOLIDATION) 
Act, 1908 (8 Edw. 7, c. 69), s. 215—Companres (WINDING-UP) RULEs, 
1909, rule 43. 

The old procedure for hearing a misfeasance summons by affidavit evidence 
which still obtains in the county court, and the fact that a continuous trial of a 
lengthy character cannot be had there without frequent adjournments, renders 
such a forum unsuitable for hearing such summonses when they are of a serious 
character raising issues affecting the honour of the directors, and accordingly 
such a summons will be transferred to the High Court to be dealt with by the 
new procedure there as set out in the Practice Note, W.N., 1921, p. 356. 


This was a summons taken out by a director of a company against whom 
misfeasance proceedings had been started in the county court to have such 
proceedings transferred to the High Court. The facts were as follows: In 
the compulsory winding-up of the company at Leicester County Court, the 
liquidators moved against a former director of the company for a declaration 
that he was guilty of misfeasance or breach of trust resulting in a loss to the 
company. The notice of motion disclosed on the face of it at least three 
different claims involving the taking of evidence on each. It charged the 
director with wrongfully selling assets of the company at an undervalue 
in order to relieve himself of liability as a guarantor to the company’s 
bankers, and further with fraudulently preferring himself as a creditor and 
paying himself out of the assets. Six very long affidavits had been filed. 

P. O. Lawrence, J., after stating the facts, said: The grounds upon 
which this application for a transfer are based are (1) the magnitude and 
serious nature of the issues to be tried, involving the business honour and 
integrity of the director, (2) the saving of an intermediate appeal to the 
divisional court in the event of an appeal from the county court, (3) the 
volume of the documentary evidence and the number of witnesses likely 
to be called and the lack of facilities for a continuous trial in the county 
court, and (4) the desire to employ leading counsel from London. Mr. Justice 
Astbury ani myself, to whose courts the companies winding-up business is 
assigned, have recently met in consultation and come to the conclusion 
(a conclusion to which Mr. Justice Neville had also come) that the existing 
procedure for dealing with cases such as that sought to be transferred by 
this notice of motion amounts almost to a scandal. It is a procedure 
according to which affidavits are filed first in chief, then in answer, then 
in reply, and then in rejoinder, before the matter is brought to the attention 
of the judge, such affidavits being settled by professional persons and often 
containing allegations put into the mouths of the witnesses preliminary 
to their being displaced on cross-examination, as is almost invariably the 
case, by the deponents themselves when they appear in the witness-box. 
Under this procedure there is an absence of information as to the issues 
which are going to be raised, and in serious cases involving large sums of 
money, and the honour of the person charged, gross injustice may be done 
when the case is in the county court by the repeated breaking off and 
starting afresh of the trial of the charges, which, in justice to the person 
charged, ought to be proceeded with de die in diem. Mr. Justice Astbury 
and I have recently settled the practice to be followed in the High Court 
in such cases as this, namely, that the matter should be brought before the 
registrar first in order to obtain his directions as to the future course of 
procedure : see Practice Note (supra). For the reasons stated, I hold that 
the case before me is essentially one which ought to be tried as a witness 
action, and accordingly I direct the transfer of the motion to the High 
Court in London, and order that before any further evidence is filed the 
matter shall be taken before the registrar for his directions as to the future 
course of the proceedings, in which I, for the guidance of the registrar, 
suggest that he ought to direct points of claim in the nature of a statement 
of claim, with particulars of the charges that were made against the director, 
to be delivered as a first step; and that, as a second step, points of defence 
should be delivered by the respondent, with sufficient particulars to inform 
the liquidators clearly as to what answer was made to the charges, and 
thirdly that there should be lists of documents or cross-orders for discovery, 
and that the case should be then tried on those materials. If a case like 
the one in question were not transferred, presumably the old procedure 
would continue to be followed in the county court, which, in my judgment, 
would only lead to confusion and waste of time and expense, and possibly 
injustice.—CouNSsEL : Owen Thompson, K.C., and Whitmore Richards ; 
Alezander Grant, K.C., and H. C. Marks. Soutcrrors: Hancock & Willis 
for Billson & Sharp, Leicester; Blundell, Baker & Co. for Gordon, Hunter 
and Duncan, Bradford. 


[Reporte] by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Mr. Graham Stokes, of Great St. Helens, E.C., Solicitor, and of 


HANSON v. RADCLIFFE URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL. 
Russell, J. January 27. 


EpucaTion—Non-PROVIDED SCHOOL—TEACHER APPOINTED BY MANAGERS 
—DtsmissaL By Locat Epvucation AvutTuoriry—“ Epucationa, 
Grounps ”—Epvcation Act, 1902 (2 Edw. 7 c. 42) s. 7, 8-88. 1 (A), 7. 


A notice by a local education authority, terminating the employment of 
a teacher appointed by school managers of a non-provided school, because she 
refused to accept a reduction in salary, is not a notice given on “ educa- 
tional grounds,” and is not an effectual notice. 


Martin v. The Eccles Corporation (1919, 1 Ch. 387) followed. 


This was a motion which was treated as the trial of the action. The 

motion was by the plaintiff in the action asking for (1) a declaration that the 
notice served by the defendants upon her, dated the 30th of December, 1921, 
purporting to terminate her engagement with the managers of the St. 
Andrew’s Church of England, at Radcliffe, was invalid and inoperative, 
and that the engagement of the plaintiff under her contract with the manager 
was unaffected thereby, and (2) an injunction to restrain the defendants 
from acting on such notice. The main question in the action was whether 
the dismissal of a school teacher by a local education authority for refusing 
to accept a lower rate of pay was a dismissal on “ educational grounds,” 
within the meaning of s. 7, s-s. 1 of the Education Act, 1902, which provides 
as follows: (a) ‘‘ The managers of the school shall carry out any directions 
of the local education authority, as to the secular instruction to be given 
in the school, including any directions with respect to the number and 
educational qualifications of the teachers to be employed for such instruction, 
and for the dismissal of any teacher on educational grounds; and if the 
managers fail to carry out any such direction, the local education authority 
shall, other in addition to their powers have the power themselves to czrry 
out the directions in question as if they were the managers.” By s-s. 7 it 
is provided, “The managers of a school maintained but not provided 
by the local education authority shall have all powers of management 
required for the purpose of carrying out this Act, and shall (subject to the 
powers of the local education authority under this section) have the exclusive 
power of appointing and dismissing teachers.” The plaintiff, who was an 
uncertificated school teacher, was engaged in January, 1917, by the managers 
of the St. Andrew’s School, which was a non-provided school, as an assistant 
teacher, at a salary in accordance with the local scale then in force in the 
educational district of Radcliffe, subject to the consent of the local education 
authority, which was subsequently given. The engagement was to be 
terminable by one month’s notice on either side. On the 19th December, 
1921, at a meeting of the Radcliffe Education Committee, it was resolved 
that directions should be given to the managers of the schools to give one 
month’s notice to expire at the end of January, 1922, to terminate the 
agreements with those teachers in their respective schools who were adversely 
affected by the operation of the Burnham scale, and that the secretary 
should prepare (1) a form of notice, and (2) a form of acceptance by teachers 
of re-appointment on néw terms as from Ist February, 1922, and that he 
should forward the same to the correspondents of the schools. The com- 
mittee further resolved that, if the managers of any school failed to carry 
out such directions, the local education authority should carry out 
such directions as if they were managers of the school. The managers of 
the St. Andrew’s School considered the resolution and the forms of notice 
and acceptance of re-appointment, and decided that they would not give 
these notices, and they forwarded their decision to the Radcliffe Education 
Committee. Thereupon the clerk of the Radcliffe Council, the local education 
authority, sent the plaintiff the notice, which was the subject-matter of 
this action, together with a form of undertaking to be signed by her 
if she desired to accept re-appointment on the revised terms. The plaintiff 
did not desire to accept re-appointment on the revised terms, and accordingly 
did not sign the form, but started this action instead. 


Russet, J., after stating the facts, said: The question in this case 
is whether the defendants had the power to dismiss the plaintiff merely 
because she refused to accept a reductionin salary. Bys. 7 of the Education 
Act, 1902, it was contemplated that the contract was a contract between 
the managers and the teacher, but it gave power in a certain event to the 
local authority to dismiss the teacher. A provision enabling a body not 
a party to a contract to terminate the contract must be very strictly inter- 
preted. Unless the case falls wit!in s. 7 there is no power in the local 
authority to terminate the contract. Under the section the local authority 
can only terminate the contract on educational grounds. It can hardly 
be called educational grounds when the sole desire is to reduce the salaries 
of teachers. If there was nothing else in this case, I should have held that 
the notice was inoperative, but it has been said that the plaintiff has no 
cause of action against the defendants. The point has been raised in 
several cases of a similar character. In the latest case, Martin v. The 
Eccles Corporation (supra), Younger, J., having decided that a notice 
of dismissal given by a local authority was invalid, held that the 
teacher was entitled to come to the courts for relief. I will follow that 
decision. There is a difficulty about granting an injunction, and the 
only relief I can grant at present is the declaration asked for by the plaintiff. 
—CounsEL: Preston, K.C.,and W. J. Hart; Clauson, K.C., and G. E. 
Timins. Sorricrrors: Shaen, Roscoe, Massey & Co.; Hamlins, Grammer 
and Hamlin, for R. Clayton, Radcliffe. 





Heathfield, Priory Lane, Blackheath, left estate gross value £25,926. 


[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
FOX v. BURGESS. Div. Court. 25th January. 
EpvucaTion—RgEFuSsAL OF CHILD TO suBMIT TO MEDICAL EXAMINATION 

—ATTENDANCE ORDER—LIABILITY OF PaRENT—EpDvucATION (ADMINIS- 
TRATIVE Provisions) Act, 1907 (7 Ed. 7, c. 43), s. 13—CHILDREN 
Act, 1908 (8 Ed. 7, c. 67), s. 122—LocaL EpucatTion AUTHORITIES 
(MepicaL TREATMENT) Act, 1909 (9 Ed. 7, c. 13), 8. 3. 


The discretion conferred by s. 3 of the Local Education Authorities (Medical 
Treatment) Act, 1909, is not exercisable by a parent in the case of the special 
medical examination prescribed by s. 122 of the Children Act, 1908. 


This was a case stated by the Hove Justices. In 1921 the daughter of 
the appellant refused to submit to a medical examination at an elementary 
school, at which she was a pupil. The examination was, in accordance with 
the provisions of s. 122 of the Children Act, 1908, directed to be made by 
the school medical officer. By that section it is provided that ‘ A local 
education authority may direct their medical officer, or any person provided 
with and, if required, exhibiting the authority in writing of their medical 
officer, to examine in any public elementary school provided or maintained 
by the authority the person and clothing of any child attending the school, 
and, if on examination, the medical officer, or any such authorised person as 
aforesaid, is of opinion that the person or clothing of any such child is 
infected with vermin or is in a foul or filthy condition, the local education 
authority may give notice in writing to the parent or guardian of, or other 
person liable to maintain, the child, requiring him to cleanse properly the 
person and clothing of the child within twenty-four hours after the receipt 
of the notice.” Shortly afterwards the child again refused to submit to 
examination. She was then excluded from the school, on the grounds of 
persistent insubordination, and her father was summoned for non-compliance 
with an attendance order, which had been made in respect of his daughter. 
He was convicted by the justices on the authority of Saunders v. Richardson 
(7 Q.B.D. 388). The justices, however, stated a case at his request. It was 
contended on behalf of the appellant that the medical examination was not 
compulsory, having regard to s. 13 of the Education (Administrative 
Provisions) Act, 1907, and s. 3 of the Local Education Authorities (Medical 
Treatment) Act, 1909. On behalf of the respondent it was contended that 
8. 3 of the Act of 1909 was expressly limited to s. 13 of the Act of 1907 
and did not cover s. 122 of the Children Act, 1908. By s. 13 of the Act of 
1907, itis provided : ‘‘ The powers and duties of a local education authority, 
under part III of the Education Act, 1902, shall include... (B) the duty 
to provide for the medical inspection of children immediately before, or at 
the time of, or as soon as possible after, their admission to a public elementary 
school, and on such other occasions as the Board of Education direct, 
and the power to make such arrangements as may be sanctioned by the 
Board of Education for attending to the health and physical condition of the 
children educated in public elementary schools.” By s. 3.of the Act of 
1909 (which is an Act to provide for the recovery by local education 
authorities of costs for medical treatment of children attending public 
elementary schools), it is provided that “nothing in this Act shall be 
construed as imposing any obligation on a parent to submit his child 
to medical inspection or treatment under s. 13 of the Education 
(Administrative Provisions) Act, 1907.” 

Avory, J., in delivering judgment, said that the case stated by the 
justices found that the child’s refusal was under the guidance if not the 
direction of the father. Section 122, in his opinion, imported an obligation 
on the child to submit to an examination. If the child refused, in obedience 
to her father’s direction, the responsibility for her non-attendance, when 
she was excluded, was his. It was his duty to send the child in such a 
condition that she could be received, i.e., he must allow, and she must 
submit to, the authorised examination. In his view the Act of 1909 only 
applied to cases of disease and infirmity, and the general treatment of 
children, as distinct from the special examination prescribed by s. 122 of the 
Children Act, 1908. The fact that, in s. 3 of the Act of 1909, s. 13 of the 
Act of 1907 was specifically mentioned, whereas no reference was made to 
8. 122 of the Children Act, 1908, indicated, in his view, that the latter section 
was not intended to be included. The appeal must, therefore, be dismissed. 

Satter, J., delivered judgment to the same effect, and Rocusz, J., 
agreed.—CounsEL: Wedderburn; du Parcg. Soticrrors: Venn and 
Woodcock, for H. E. Trangmar, Hove ; Sharpe, Pritchard & Co., for W. J. 
Harrison, Hove. 

[Reported by J. L. DENISON, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Court of Criminal Appeal. 


REX v. JOHN JOSEPH WILCOCK. 13th February. 
Crmminat Law—HasirvaL CRIMINAL—PRACTICE AND PRocEDURE— 
BEFORE AND DURING TRIAL—AFTER CONVICTION—SENTENCE—IRREGU- 
LARITY—NO MISCARRIAGE OF JUSTICE—CRIMINAL APPEAL Act, 1907 
(7 Edw. 7, c. 23), s. 4, Proviso—PREVENTION oF Crimes Act, 1908 
Lot net 7, c. 59)—Inpictments Act, 1915 (5 & 6 Geo. 5, c. 90), Sched. 1, 
ie ll. 
The proviso to s. 4 of the Criminal Appeal Act, 1907, enacts that the court 


appeal might be decided in favour of the appellant, dismiss the appeal if they 
consider that no substantial miscarriage of justice has actually occurred. 


Notwithstanding some errors in procedure on the trial on a charge of being 
an habitual criminal, the court applied the proviso and upheld the conviction 


and sentence. 


Appeal against conviction and sentence. The appellant pleaded guilty 
at the Stafford Assizes (1) to unlawfully wounding Sara Jane Reynolds § 
(2) to stealing a bicycle; and (3) to stealing some surplices and an altar 
cloth from a church at Hartshill. He was convicted of rape on Sarah 
Mountford, and of robbery with violence from the same woman. After 
his conviction he was then addressed (according to the shorthand note) 
by the Deputy Clerk of Assize: ‘‘ There is another charge against you 
of having been convicted at quarter sessions on April 12, 1915, of burglary 
and being a habitual criminal; were you so convicted?” to which he 
answered “ Yes.’ He was sentenced to five years’ penal servitude on the 
rape count, to three years’ penal servitude concurrent, and to twenty-five 
strokes with the cat on the count for robbery with violence. On the 
charges (1) to (3) above he was sentenced concurrently to three years’ 
penal servitude, and finally he was sentenced as an habitual criminal to 
ten years’ preventive detention. 

Lord Trevetuin, C.J., in delivering the considered judgment of the 
court (Lord Treveruin, C.J., SAnKEY and Branson, JJ.), said: The 
appellant had a right under s. 11 of the Prevention of Crime Act, 1908, to 
appeal to this court against sentence, but it is doubtful whether he has 
given a proper notice of appeal. As, however, the prosecution were present 
we gave the appellant leave to appeal generally, so that the point raised 
by him might be decided. The granting of such leave, however, is in no 
way to be taken as a precedent. The appellant desires to appeal against 
his sentence as a whole, and also against his conviction as an habitual 
As to his appeal against the sentences for the primary offences, 
The rape and the robbery 
The sentence 


criminal, 
there is no ground upon which it can be allowed. 
with violence were of an aggravated and atrocious character. 
of penal servitude and a whipping was well deserved, and was in no whit 
too severe, and must stand. As to the conviction of being an habitual 
criminal, his first point is that there is a fatal irregularity in the indictment 
in that.it did not contain a proper charge of his being an habitual criminal. 
The manner in which the charge should be preferred is laid down in rule 11 
in the first schedule to the Indictments Act, 1915. It was argued before 
us that rule 11 is imperative, and that nothing but the use of the very 
words set out in the rule will satisfy the statute. This, in our opinion, is 
not the case. The Indictments Act, 1915, and the rules enacted thereunder 
were framed to get rid of old technicalities and not to impose fresh ones ; 
and if the indictment contains in substance the charge that the appellant 
was an habitual criminal at the time in question, it would not be open to 
objection merely because it was not expressed precisely in the language of 
rule 11. The statement in the indictment was that the appellant had in 
1915 been convicted of being an habitual criminal, a statement which does 
not follow precisely rule 11, and does not contain an allegation that he had 
been sentenced to preventive detention. The next point of irregularity 
raised by the appellant was that his answer to the Deputy Clerk of Assize 
did not amount to a plea of guilty on a charge of being an habitual criminal. 
In a sense that is true, for he said “ Yes’ to the question whether he had 
been previously convicted as an habitual criminalin 1915; but we have no 
doubt at all that the appellant thought that he was being charged with 
being an habitual criminal, knew that he had been convicted and sentenced 
for such an offence, and intended teeplead guilty to such a charge. He had 
received a proper notice setting out his previous convictions as such, and 
the fact that he had been sentenced to preventive detention, and the fact 
that he was at the time of committing the offences for which he was then 
tried a convict on licence. In those circumstances, we hold that this is a 
case where the proviso to s. 4 of the Act can and should be applied, on the 
ground that no substantial miscarriage of justice has actually occurred. 
The sentence in respect of the offence is unexceptionable, and the conviction 
and sentence must be upheld.—CounsgeL: R. A. Powell; H. Hardy. 
Soxicrrors: T'he Registrar of the Court of Criminal Appeal ; The Director 
of Public Prosecutions. 
[Reported by T. W. MorGAN, Barrister-at-Law.] 








In Parliament. 
New Statutes. 


On 2nd March the Royal Assent was given to :— 
Consolidated Fund (No. 1) Act, 1922. 
Coroners (Emergency Provisions Continuance) Act, 1922. 





House of Lords. 
THE GUARDIANSHIP, &c., OF INFANTS BILI 
On Ist March this Bill was, after debate, read a second time and committed 
to a Committee of the whole House. 


THE LAW OF PROPERTY BILL. 
On 8th March Taz Lorp CHANCELLOR moved for leave to introduce 





may, notwithstanding that they are of opinion that the point raised in the 


a Billto assimilate and amend the law of real and personal estate ,to abolish 
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copyhold and other special! tenures, to amend the law relating to common- 
able lands and of intestacy, and to amend the Wills Act, 1837, the Settled 
Lands Acts, 1882 to 1890, the Conveyancing Acts, 1881 to 1911, the Trustee 
Act, 1893, and the Land Transfer Acts, 1875 to 1897; and that it be read a 
first time. On question, Bill read first time ; and to be printed. 


House of Commons. 


Questions. 
RENT RESTRICTIONS. 
Furnisuep Hovses (LETTING). 


Sir R. Croven (Keighley) asked the Minister of Health whether his 
attention has been called to the increased profiteering caused by the buying 
up of cottazes and the letting of them furaished at exorbitant rents, par- 
ticularly in view of the value and nature of the furniture; whether his 
Department is aware that ordinary tenants of unfurnished houses are being 
expropriated to permit reletting of houses furnished on these lines; and 
whether his D partment can take any steps to restrict this growing 
abuse which is weighing as a heavy burden upon tenants, particularly 
in industrial districts ? 

Sir A. Monp: I have no information as to the first two parts of the 
question, So far as I am aware, tenants are amply protected against 
improper expropriation by the provisions of the Increase of Rent 
(Restrictions) Act, 1920. 


Premiums. 

Colonel NewMAn (Finchley) asked the Minister of Health whether his 
attention has been called to the evasion of the Rent Restriction Act, whereby 
landlords or lessors of flats charge a premium for possession by placing 
a fictitious value on fixtures and fittings in the premises, and making the 
purchase of the fixtures and fittings a necessary condition of the bargain ; 
and whether he will take power to deal with such cases ? 

Sir A. Monn: Ihave no information as to the first part of the question, 
but I am advised that if a premium forbidden by s. 8 of the Act is 
demanded and paid it can be recovered by the person paying it, who can 
also, if he wishes, institute a prosecution of the person by whom it is received. 


MILK SUPPLY. 

Mr. Hurp (Frome) asked the Minister of Health whether he will consider 
the advisability of at once setting up, in consultation with the Minister of 
Agriculture, a small Committee to consider, in the light of the present 
financial position of the country and of the agricultural industry in 
particular, the simplest means of ensuring the cleanliness and purity of the 
milk supply of urban areas, with a view to the necessary amendment of 
the Milk and Dairies (Consolidation) Act, 1915, before that Act is brought 
into operation ? 

Sir A. Monn: I am in continual consultation with the Minister of 
Agriculture on this subject, as well as with other persons well qualified to 
express opinions, and I am considering now the introduction of legislation 
tu deal with the question. 


WAR COMPENSATION COURT (APPEALS). 


Mr. Hoccr (Edinburgh, East) asked the Attorney-General whether, in 
order to secure the right of appeal granted by the Indemnity Act on a point 
of law to any person aggrieved by any direction or determination of the War 
Compensation Court, and in view of the practice of the Court in refusing 
either to allocate compensation between the separate items of claim or to 
give reasons for its judgment in effect deprives applicants to this right of 
appeal, he will make rules requiring compensation to be so allocated and 
reasons given ? 

Sir G. Hewarr: The principles upon which compensation is assessed by 
the War Compensation Court are set out in the Indemnity Act, 1920, and it 
is not proposed to make rules as suggested by the hon. Member. I am 
informed that where the claimant has indicated that he would wish for a 
reasoned judgment in view of questions of law raised by the claim, the 
Court has acceded to the request. I cannot, therefore, accept the allega 
tions contained in the hon. Member's question. (Ist March) 


VALUATION OFFICE. 

Mr. Arkey (Nottingham, Central) asked the Chance! lor of the Exchequer 
how many officials connected with the deceased Land Valuation Depart- 
ment are still retained in Government service ; what are they doing ; and 
what is the amount represented by their salaries, offices, and all other 
incidental expenditure ? 

Sir R. Horne : The Valuation Office has wide and important Exchequer 
functions both for Revenue and other Government purposes; these 
functions are detailed in Command Paper 918 of 1920. The number of 
officials now employed, including clerks, is 889, or less than one-fifth of the 
pre-War complement. The cost for the current year is £550,000, but 
there will be a substantial reduction in 1922-23. 





CO-PARTNERSHIP SCHEMES. 


Commander Be.uarrs (Maidstone) asked the Minister of Labour the 
number of schemes of co-partnership or profit-sharing which were in 
existence at the end of 1919; the number which have been started since ; 
and the number now in existence ? 

Dr. MacnaMaRA: The number of schemes of co-partnership or profit- 
sharing in ordinary businesses (apart from co-operative societies) known 
to have been in existence atthe end of 1919 was 200, including five schemes 
described as suspended, but not abandoned. Since that date forty-seven 
further schemes are known to have been started. On the other hand, 
thirteen have been abandoned, including two of those which were suspended 
at the end of 1919. The number of schemes now in existence, according 
to the latest information available, is 234, including three schemes suspended 
but not abandoned. It should be observed, however, that the latest 
general inquiry made by the Department on this subject was undertaken 
in the summer of 1921, and that notification of new schemes or of the 
suspension or abandonment of old schemes is not compulsory. The figures 
given, therefore, may be subject to revision when later information is 
available. Iam sending my hon. and gallant Friend a copy of the Labour 
Gazette for September, 1921, giving the latest statistics prepared by the 
Department with reference to co-partnership and profit-sharing. 


PARIS CONFERENCE, 1919. 


Mr. Hoace (Edinburgh, East) asked the Prime Minister whether he 
will lay upon the table the memorandum which he circulated at the Paris 
Conference, dated 25th March, 1919, in view of the fact that part of that 
memorandum has never been published by Signor Nitti ? 

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN (on behalf of the Prime Minister): The document 
referred to having been published, and there being a good deal of mis- 
representation as to the peace policy pursued by His Majesty's Government 
at the great Conference, it has been decided to lay it on the table of the 
House immediately. 


REGISTRATION OF BUSINESS NAMES. 


Mr. G. Locker-Lampson (Middlesex, Wood Green) asked the President 
of the Board of Trade whether it is proposed to terminate the registration 
of business names, which employs a staff of forty-four, as proposed by the 
Geddes Committee ? 

Mr. Batpwin: Nosir. The Government propose to introduce legislation 
which will enable the fees to be increased, so that this service may be 
rendered self-supporting. 


TREASURY BONDS (ISSUE). 


Mr. PeNNEFATHER (Liverpool, Kirkdale) (by Private Notice) asked the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer whether it is proposed to resume the issue 
of 3 per cent. Treasury Bonds ? 

Sir R. Horne : I do not intend to resume the issue of Treasury Bonds 
at a fixed price, but I propose on and after Friday, the 17th instant, to 
invite tenders for Treasury Bonds in the same manner as tenders for 
Treasury Bills are invited under existing practice. A notice will be 
published in the ‘ Gazette ” of Friday, 10th March, of the particulars as 
to the method of tendering for Treasury Bonds on 17th March. The bonds 
to be tendered for on that date will be 5 per cent. Treasury Bonds repayable 
on the Ist February, 1927. (6th March.) 


LEGISLATION BY REFERENCE. 


Sir Tuomas Bramspon (Portsmouth, Central) asked the Prime Minister 
if he will appoint an expert committee, including some Members of both 
Houses of Parliament, to consider what can best be done to remedy or 
lessen the evils of legislation by reference in future Acts of Parliament ? 

Mr. CuamBeERLAIN : I do not see how a committee could help in the 
matter, but the Attorney-General will be glad to confer with the hon. 
Member if he has any suggestions to make upon the subject. 


COUNTY COURTS (CHARGES). 

Mr. Gripert (Southwark, Central) asked the Home Secretary whether 
all the charges in the County Courts have recenty been increased ; can he 
state approximately how much ; is he aware that these increased charges 
operate very harshly on small and poor clients who use these Courts ; is it 
proposed to maintain the same at the present rates ; and what is the 
expected increased annual revenue from the new charges ? 

Mr. Youna : The only change which has been made in the scale of fees 
charged in the County Court has been in respect of the fee in possession 
cases, where, by reason of the operation of the Increase of Rent Acts, the 
character of the proceedings has completely altered. A new method of 
reckoning the fee has, therefore, been substituted for the old. It is difficult 
to compare the old fee with the new. All the fees in the Court, including 
the fee already referred to, are now under the consideration of a Committee. 
The Committee is instructed to have regard to the interests of poor litigants. 
Until the Committee report, I cannot answer the remaining questions put 
by my hon. Friend, except by saying that the revenue of the Courts having 
very greatly declined, and the expenses having very greatly increased, some 
addition to the fees generally is necessary. 
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INCOME TAX. 


Sir H. Brrrrars (Middlesex, Acton) asked the Chancellor of the Exchequer 
whether, in consideration of the fact of the very small stipend received 
by so many of the clergy, he could see his way to exempt taxation upon the 
Easter offerings ? 

Mr. Youna: My right hon. Friend the Chancellor of the Exchequer 
cannot see his way to propose relief from the ordinary operation of the 
Income Tax law in favour of income which a clergyman receives in the form 
of Easter offerings. The Royal Commission on the Income Tax had under 
consideration the question of relief from taxation in respect of Easter 
offerings, but were unable to recommend any concession in the matter. 
On the contrary, the Royal Commission were clearly of opinion that any 
attempt to measure taxable capacity by a system based otherwise than 
upon the amount of the income would cause great injustice as between one 
taxpayer and another, and would lead to indefensible results. (7th March.) 


Bills Presented. 
The Industries Unemployment Insurance Bill—‘“ to provide for insurance 
against unemployment’: Lt.-Col. John Ward. [Bill 44.] 


The Agriculture Amendment Bill—‘* to amend the First Schedule to the 
Agriculture Act, 1920 °°: Lt.-Col. Arthur Murray. [Bill43]. (1st March.) 


Bill Refused. 
CAPITAL PUNISHMENT ABOLITION. 

Major CurtstorHeR Lowruer (Cumberland, Northern) moved ‘ That 
leave be given to bring in a Bill to abolish in Great Britain the award of 
capital punishment for any crime or offence whatsoever.” After debate, 
leave was refused by 234 to 86. (1st March.) 








Societies. 


Birmingham Law Society. 
CHAIRMAN’S ADDRESS. 


The following address was delivered by Mr. Edward Evershed, the 
President, at the annual meeting of this Society held on 22nd February :— 

The resolution which it falls to me to move is: “ That the report of the 
Committee and the Treasurer’s statement of accounts, copies of which, as 
audited, have been circulated among the members, be approved and 
entered on the minutes.” In moving the adoption of the report and 
accounts there are no matters of outstanding interest or importance for 
the year under review to bring to your notice, but there are several matters— 
some of them referred to in the report—upon which you may expect me 
to offer some observations. 

Dealing first with the personnel. Your Committee had to regret the 
resignation in April last of Mr. Arthur Smith as Hon. Secretary and Hon. 
Treasurer after having held these offices for eight years, although part of 
that time, during his absence on war service, Mr. Arthur Musgrove deputised 
for him, as you would expect, with conspicuous ability. Mr. Arthur 
Smith’s excellent work for the Society was highly valued by your Committee ; 
I am quite sure that every member that served on the Committee during 
his period of office was impressed by his energy, his grasp of the work, his 
tact and judgment. Your Committee were fortunate in finding a worthy 
successor in Mr. Wilfred C. Matthews, and from the experience we have 
gained since he took office I do not doubt that he will, successfully and 
to his own credit and to the credit of the Society, carry out the duties of 
the offices he holds. Speaking as President, I can emphasize the great 
importance of having the right man as Hon. Secretary, and I am sure 
members will agree—if you will allow me to exclude in what I say any 
reference to the time when I had the privilege of holding the office—that 
we have been indeed fortunate in our list of Hon. Secretaries, and I should 
like to add, what is equally true, that those who have held the office are 
to be congratulated upon having had the opportunity of so doing. It is 
an office to be prized. 

The report records that a member of the Society, Alderman David 
Davis, J.P., was during the year under review elected as Lord Mayor of 
the City, being the eleventh member of the Society to hold the office of 
Chief Magistrate. The Lord Mayor in acknowledging the address presented 
to him on behalf of the members of the Society, made a particular reference 
to the notable fact that at the present time six important committees of the 
council are presided over by solicitors, surely a unique testimony to the 
public spirit and recognized merit of the solicitors serving on the council. 

Your Society have continued to be represented on the Council of the 
Law Society by Mr. R. A. Pinsent and Mr. A. H. Coley, and your Society 
and the members of the Society generally are greatly indebted to them for 
their continued services, The advantage of continuity of representation 
is recognized and highly appreciated by your Committee, who are thereby 
kept in close touch with everything affecting the interests of the profession. 
I have had opportunities personally of gauging the regard and esteem with 
which they are held by members of the Council and the weight attached 
to their views on matters affecting our profession. Mr. Pinsent takes an 
active share in the work of the Discipline Committee of the Council ; 
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Mr. Coley and Mr. Arthur Lowe continue to sit, by nomination of the Lord 
Chancellor, on the County Court Rule Committee, the statutory body set 
up to make rules for county courts. It is a remarkable coincidence that 
the representative on that committee of the body of solicitors, Mr. Coley, 
and the representative of the county court registrars, Mr. Lowe, should 
both hail from Birmingham and be members of our Society. 

During the year the Solicitors’ War Memorial Fund which was instituted 
by Mr. R. A. Pinsent during his presidency of the Law Society, London, 
has been completed. The Memorial at the Hall in Chancery Lane was 
unveiled by the Lord Chancellor and the relief fund has been invested in 
the names of the trustees. 

The question of this Society’s finance calls for notice. The receipts 
for the past year show a decrease compared with those of the previous year 
of £83, entirely accounted for by the reduced receipts from the sale of 
Common Form Conditions. Expenditure showed an increase of £190 ; 
the main item of increase is the expenditure on books and binding, on which 
£102 more was spent than in the previous year. Members will, I feel sure, 
support the Committee in maintaining—indeed, they will I think expect 
the Committee to maintain—the thorough efficiency and high standard 
of the Library, which I am informed is second to none in the provinces. 
The net result of the financial year is a surplus of £57, compared with a 
surplus of £329 in the previous year. This sum and the interest from the 
reserve fund, which is not included in the Income and Expenditure account, 
has enabled your Committee to invest the sum of £150; but members will 
remember that your Committee have expressed the opinion that the sum 
of £250 should be set aside annually to provide for the expiration of the 
Society’s leases. It.is important to bear in mind that the lease of the old 
portion of the library will expire in 1937; the lease of this room does not 
expire till 1992. The inability to provide the desired sum has led your 
Committee to look for sources of increased income. It was not thought 
expedient to increase the scale of subscriptions, which had already recently 
been increased. Your Committee therefore decided upon the increase in 
the charge for Common Form Conditions, of which notice has been given 
to members. It is hoped that with this increase, unless there is a serious 
falling off in conveyancing, the Committee will be able to make the necessary 
reserves for the benefit of future members of the Society. It is, I venture 
to think, incumbent upon us to try and make this annual reserve when wo 
remember the careful provision made by the Committees of the past of which 
we are enjoying the benefit to-day. 

Before I leave the question of finance, I may remind members that 
your Committee have agreed to increase the annual grant of the Society 
to the Birmingham Board of Legal Studies from £50 to £75. This was 
rendered necessary by the serious financial position of the Board, due to the 
decreases in the grant from The Law Society, London. Part of the 
estimated deficit of the Board for the current year is being met by increases 
in the fees paid by, or on behalf of, the students. Your Committee at once 
volunteered to increase their grant to £75, and, I am glad to say, that asa 
result of an application to The Law Society, London, backed by representa- 
tions of our representatives on the Council, the Society has agreed to 
increase their grant from £75 to £100. These additional grants will enable 
the Board to continue their course of lectures on the existing basis ; at any 
rate for the present. I fell confident that members will approve of the 
increased grant your Committee have sanctioned, fully appreciating that 
it is a duty we owe to articled clerks that their opportunities of legal educa- 
tion shall at the least be maintained, and we may even hope that in the 
years to come they may be materially bettered. Many of us will hope 


that, when the time is opportune, our Society’s legal edu may De 
linked up with a school of law at the University of Birming].am 

With regard to legislation or projected legislation of the p there 
is little to which reference is necessary. Members will have % d iuat 


the King’s Speech at the opening of the present session of Parliament 
specifically referred to the intention to proceed with the Lord Chancellor’s 
Law of Property Bill, with which our present report and previous reports 
have dealt. The only Bill which has been considered by the Sessional 
Bills Sub-Committee is the Birmingham Corporation Bill. Your Committee, 
after careful consideration of the Bill, entered a protest against several 
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clauses of this Bill, in particular the clause (44) requiring the owner of 
working-class houses to maintain the sanitary condition of such houses bys 
the execution of specified repairs, notwithstanding any contract or terms 
of tenancy which might be in existence, and the clause (69) enabling the 
overseers to require owners to make a return in writing in the form scheduled 
to the Bill. This form has an unwholesome resemblance to Form 4, now 
fortunately moribund ; it involves, without any explanation of the object 
for which the replies are sought, and without any restriction as to the use to 
which the information may be put, replies to a number of questions and 
the disclosure of the terms on which the property may have been purchased. 
Representations were made to the proper quarter, but I regret to say that, 
except in one minor matter, your Committee were not able to secure any 
amendment to the proposed Bill. Your Committee, in view of the city poll, 
advised members by circular of the principal points to which they saw 
objection. It is perhaps desirable that I should state that your Committee’s 
principal ground of objection is that the Corporation are seeking powers 
in a private Bill which, however desirable or necessary, should in their 
opinion be the subject of public and general legislation ; moreover, it is 
thought that the clause empowering the Corporation to issue a form com- 
prising a series of questions and giving them the right to demand replies 
might be made the subject of oppression, and might be used to the prejudice 
of persons interested in property, 

There is one other matter which I hope will be the subject of legislation 
in the near future—one which was the subject of a very interesting paper, 
“* Solicitors’ Remuneration,”’ by Mr. R. C. Nesbitt, a member of the Council, 
read at the provincial meeting of The Law Society at Scarborough last year. 
If there are any solicitors who have not read the paper, I would strongly 
urge them to read it. Shortly, the suggestion is to legalise the delivery 
to clients of lump sum bills, instead of detailed or ad valorem charges, 
full protection being given to the client to have the bill submitted to the 
Taxing Master for his revision and decision. The Taxing Master would 
then have full access to all details and to all papers, but it would, if the 
proposed legislation is carried through, be an instruction to the Taxing 
Master to fix the fee having regard to—I use now Mr. Nesbitt’s own words— 
“having regard to the skill, labour, special exertion and responsibility 
involved in the business; the amount of the money, or the value of the 
property or subject matter to which the business or work relates ; the place, 
district, circumstances and depatch at, or in, or with which the business is 
transacted, and the number and importance of the documents prepared 
or perused, without regard to length.” These considerations would put 
the taxations of bills on a much fairer basis, and save endless trouble in 
many cases. Mr. Nesbitt has, I think, done the profession a service by 
bringing the question clearly before us. A proposed Bill is having the 
consideration of the Council of the Law Society, and a Committee appointed 
by the Lord Chancellor is enquiring into the proposal. 

The only other matter to which I wish to refer is the Joint Conciliation 
Board, to which full reference was made in the report of the previous year. 
The panel appointed by your Committee held a number of meetings with 
the panel appointed by the Birmingham and District Law Clerks’ Associa- 
tion under the chairmanship of Mr. Registrar Whitelock. The agreed 
unanimous decisions of the members of both panels were communicated, 
as a recommendation, to the members of this Society and to the members 
of the Law Clerks’ Association. I am glad to take this opportunity of 
recording that I am sure both the panel of your Society and the panel 
of the Law Clerks’ Association owe much to the chairman of the Joint 
Conciliation Board for the results achieved ; his experience and knowledge 
of the interests of both sides and his impartiality enabled the discussions 
to proceed along practicable lines with the result recorded, and I feel 
that it is due to him that the services he rendered should be the subject 
of special mention. 


(We are obliged to hold over till next week extracts from the Report of the 
Committee.) 


Chester and North Wales Incorporated 
Law Society. 

The annual meeting was held at the Town Hall, Chester, on Tuesday, 
the 2ist February, 1922, Mr. H. D. Jolliffe (Chester), the retiring President, 
in the chair. The President presented “The John Allington Hughes 
Prize ” and “ The Sir Horatio Lloyd Prize ” for 1921 to Mr. Cyril J. Newman, 
who served his articles with Mr. J. H. Bate, of the firm of Allington 
Hughes & Bate, Wrexham. 

The following gentlemen were appointed officers of the Society for the 
ensuing year: President, Mr. Francis Nunn (Colwyn Bay) ; Vice-President, 
Mr. Leicester Caldecutt (Knutsford); Hon. Treasurer, Mr. T. Moore 
Dutton (Chester); Hon. Secretary, Mr. H. G. Hope (Chester); Hon. 
Auditors, Mr. F. Turner and Mr. W. H. Barnes (both of Chester). The 
Committee for the year consist of the officers with the following members : 
Messrs. O. B. Lowe (Colwyn Bay), J. H. Dickson (Chester), Ll. Hugh-Jones 
(Wrexham), W. C. Deakin (Northwich), V. H. Dickson (Chester), H. D. 
Jolliffe (Chester), A. E. Whittingham (Nantwich), P. Timperley (Crewe) 
and Joseph Lloyd (Rhyl). 


THE MIDDLESEX HOSPITAL. 
WHEN CALLED UPON TO ADVISE 4S TO LEGACIES, PLEASE DO NOT 
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The meeting was followed by the annual dinner at the Blossoms Hotel, 
Chester, at which the guests of the Society were The Lord Bishop of Chester, 
His Honour Judge Caradoc Rees and The President of the Chester and 
North Wales Medical Association. 


Law Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the Directors was held at the Law Society’s 
Hall, on Friday, the 3rd inst.. Mr. E. B. V. Christian in the chair. The 
other Directors present were Mr. H. B. Curwen, Mr. P. E. Marshall, Mr. 
A. E. Pridham, Mr. W. M. Woodhouse and the Secretary, Mr. E. E. Barron. 
A sum of £90 was voted in relief of deserving applicants ; four new members 
were elected, and other general business transacted. 





United Law Society. 


A meeting was held in the Middle Temple Common Room on Monday, 
the 13th February, Mr. G. B. Burke in the chair. Mr. J. Erskine Harper 
moved: “ That the case of Celia (Owners of s.s.) v. Voliurno (Owners of 8.3.) 
(1921, 2 A.C. 544), was wrongly decided.” In the absence of the opposer 
the debate was declared open, and Messrs. B, A. Elliman, H. 8. Wood-Smith, 
G. C. Griffith-Williams, Edward Atkin, 8S. E. Redfern, and J. H. G. Buller 
(visitor) having spoken, Mr. Harper replied. The motion was then put to 
the House and was carried by five votes. 

The Lord Chancellor was unanimously elected President of the Society 
in the place of the late Lord Halsbury. 








The New Lord Chief Justice. 


The Lord Chief Justice’s Court, says The Times, was crowded on Wednes- 
day morning on the occasion of the swearing in of Sir Gordon Hewart as the 
Lord Chief Justice of England. 

In the jury box were Lady Birkenhead and the Hon. Eleanor Smith, 
Lady Hewart, Mr. Vaughan Hewart and Miss Hewart, Lady Pollock, 
Lady Horridge, Lady Bailhache, Miss Darling and Lady Schuster ; and in 
the seats behind were Sir Francis Taylor and Sir Dunbar Plunket Barton. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR presided, with the new Lord Chief Justice on 
his right and Lord Trevethin on his left. 

The new Lorp Cuter Justice read the oath, in which he swore to bear 
faithful and true allegiance to the King, his heirs and successors, and 
“to do right to all manner of people, after the usages of the realm, without 
fear or favour, affection or ill-will.” 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR, addressing the Attorney-General, said: It was 
once said by one of my predecessors, and I think wisely said, that confidence 
exchanged in public between high judicial personages was not always 
wise. If I appear to break through that rule in the very few observations 
I now address to the Attorney -General, the explanation is to be found in the 
long association which has existed between the new Lord Chief Justice and 
myself. We both became members of the Northern Circuit at almost the 
same time, and during four years of anxious and responsible toil he occupied 
the position of Solicitor-General at a time during the Great War when 
I took the post of Attorney-General. My obligations to him during that 
period were constant and very great. It was said by a writer in quite a 
different field of human interest that there were no secrets so close as those 
which existed between a horse and its rider. I sometimes thought that the 
secrets which existed between the Attorney-General then and the Solicitor- 
General must be almost as intimate. During those years our minds were 
associated very closely, as the minds of all in those two offices must con- 
stantly be. The loyalty and ability with which Sir Gordon Hewart dis- 
charged that duty left an ineffable impression upon my mind. To-day 
he has just taken the oath which admits him to the most distinguished 
permanent judicial position in this country, and he undertakes those 
duties in circumstances of special advantage. At the early age of 52 
years he approaches that task with the golden promise of long experience 
and long achievement, and I cannot doubt that the combination of those 
qualities which he possesses, which he has exhibited in his past career— 
urbanity, tact, industry, perspicacity, learning, patience—I cannot doubt 
that the aggregation of those qualities will furnish the annals of the Lord 
Chief Justices of England, brilliant as those have been, with an ornament 
not unworthy of the greatest of those who have preceded him. 

I may be allowed to add one word in relation to the distinguished veteran, 
his predecessor, at whose induction to the same office I assisted a year ago. 

He warned us then that he did not contemplate that his tenure of.it would 

be of very long duration. I am glad to be assured by him to-day that 

he is not without hope that it may sometimes be in his power to assist me 

and my colleagues in our high office. I have nothing to add, except that 

the Bar of England, I am certain, will find the new Lord Chief Justice as 

courteous and as patient in listening to their arguments as his distinguished 

predecessor who sits on my left. 

The ATroRNEY-GENERAL (Sir Ernest Pollock, K.C.) then moved “ that 

the proceedings be recorded,” and he asked to be allowed to address the 

new Lord Chief Justice. 

The Lorp CHANCELLOR signified his permission. 

The ArrorNEY-GENERAL, addressing the new Lord Chief Justice, said : 





Will you allow me to congratulate your Lordship, on behalf of the Bar, on 
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your accession to the great office to which his Majesty has called you. 
My Lord, a great and generous profession has watched with satisfaction 
and pride your. progress and success since you were called to the Bar—even 
now not twenty years ago. It has been the lot of few barristers to rise so 
rapidly—to win so many prizes in so short a span. None has achieved 
such a height with greater goodwill from his fellows. The five years and 
more during which you filled successively the posts of Solicitor-General and 
Attorney-General have been years of a heavy burden of anxious work, 
undertaken with an unruffied ability and a thought for others which has 
evoked the admiration of all, not least of myself, your colleague. My Lord, 
as you take your seat as the Chief Justice of the historic Court of the King’s 
Bench, the seat once held by Hale, by Holt, and by Mansfield, the Bar 
desires to assure you of their ready and ungrudging support—support 
which they are anxious to offer to you on the threshold of your career on 
the Bench. Some of us here recall the eloquence of Sir Alexander Cockburn ; 
they admired the scholarship and polished diction of John Duke, Lord 
Coleridge. These talents they know you possess. To the learning and 
quick apprehension of Lord Russell of Killowen, the industry of Lord 
Alverstone, the patience of Lord Reading, they know that you will add 
the great qualities of your immediate predecessor, who has, through five 
decades, by his many gifts unostentatiously used, commanded, as he will 
always retain, the confidence and love of the profession. My Lord, the 
Bar bids you respectfully, but warmly, sincerely, and with fealty, Godspeed. 

Turning to the late Lord Chief Justice, Sir Ernest PoLiock said : My 
Lord Trevethin, to you, on behalf of the Bar, I have to say farewell—that 
word which makes us linger. Yet I do not ask you to allow me now to 
express all we feel of regret at parting from your Lordship. The uprightness 
and purity of the English Bench is known in every home in the country. 
The quality of our Judges, their learning, their capacity for the administra- 
tion of the law, is the subject alike of admiration and of envy in many 
lands. But if the Bar of England were asked to choose one who had 
possessed those qualities, maintained that standard, and earned that 
admiration, we who have known you so long would, I affirm with confidence, 
point to your Lordship. My Lord, I cannot offer a highertribute. I tender 
to you the grateful and affectionate appreciation of the Bar. 

The Lorp Carer Justice, in reply to the Attorney-General, said: It 
is not easy to express, as I should wish, my thanks for the gracious and far 
too flattering terms in which you have been good enough to welcome me 
this morning on behalf of the Bar. During twenty years of a close and 
happy association with the members of the most generous profession in 
the world I have never received anything but kindness and encouragement 
at their hands, and it is a profound satisfaction to feel, as I do at the opening 
of what is for me a new and momentous chapter, that I can count upon 
that friendship and good will. That is to me one of the sources of the 
courage that tempers, and is needed to temper, the diffidence which any 
man must feel in entering upon the duties of the Lord Chief Justice of 
England. Your words of welcome are still more precious to me as coming 
from the lips of a colleague with whom it has been my good fortune, day 
by day, in the Law Officers’ Department, to attempt to deal with the novel 
and numerous problems of the last three and a quarter years. Another source 
of courage on which I may count is the patience and indulgence of those 
among whom I am to-day permitted as a newcomer to take my seat. The 
experience of these distinguished Judges will supply the deficiencies of my 
inexperience, their learning will be my guidance, and their kindness will 
be merciful to my faults. This high and exacting task to which the King 
has been pleased to call me is one that appears even more formidable, 
when I reflect on the great qualities of those who have discharged it in the 
past, and not least of the wise, kindly, and beloved Judge whom I have the 
honour immediately to follow. 

My Lord Chancellor, I should like to thank you for the kind words you 
have been good enough to say. I can only add that it shall be my constant 
and diligent effort not wholly to failin this task, supported and strengthened, 
as I shall be, by the welcome for which I thank you, Mr. Attorney-General, 
and all the other members of the noble profession of the law. 

This concluded the ceremony and the Judges retired. The Lord Chief 
Justice returned at noon to try his first case. 








Woman Suffrage inthe United States. 


A Reuter’s message from Washington of February 27th says :—The 
Supreme Court has declared the Woman Suffrage (or Nineteenth) Amend- 
ment to the Constitution to be constitutional. This decision was given 
in a case brought by Mr. Lesser, of Maryland, to test the legality of the 
Amendment. 

Article V of the Constitution of the United States provides that proposed 
amendments of the Constitution adopted by Congress shall become valid 
when ratified by the legislatures of three-fourths of the individual States. 
The amendment in question—which, in view of the decision recorded above, 
now forms Amendment XIX of the Constitution—reads as follows :— 

l. The right of citizens of the United States to vote shall not be denied 
or abridged by the United States or any State on account of sex. 

2. Congress shall have power by appropriate legislation to enforce the 
provisions of this article. 

The amendment was adopted by the House of Representatives on 
21st May, 1919, and by the Senate on 4th June in that year. In the course 
of the same summer it was adopted by the required three-fourths of the 
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States of the Union, and on 26th August the then Secretary of State pro- 
claimed it as being in force. The question of its constitutionality was 
subsequently raised, and this point has now been settled by the Supreme 
Court in the affirmative. 





Ex-Town Clerk’s Claim. 


Before Judge Sturgess, K.C., on the 14th ultimo, says The Times, at the 
West London County Court, Mr. Thomas Holland, formerly Town Clerk 
of Chelsea, brought an action against the Chelsea Borough Council, claiming 
£21 as arrears of superannuation allowance. 

Mr. B. Campion, counsel for the plaintiff, explained that Mr. Holland 
recently retired on a grant under the council’s Superannuation Act of 
£565 10s. a year. This included about £36 superannuation on his emolu- 
ments and fees as registration officer. The Ministry of Health auditor 
surcharged the payment as regards the registration officer’s fees, and the 
council refused to continue the allowance in that respect. 

Mr. L. F. Clements, for the council, argued that the registration officer 
was an official appointed by Act of Parliament. He could be neither 
appointed nor dismissed by the council, and therefore the council was acting 
ultra vires in making a superannuation grant in respect of that position. 

In giving judgment, the judge observed that the point was an important 
one, and he hoped it would be taken to a higher tribunal for decision. He 
came to the conclusion that there was no contract of service between the 
council and the registration officer, and that the fees paid to Mr. Holland 
as registration officer were not paid to him as an officer of the council. The 
claim thus failed and judgment was entered for the borough council with 
costs. 








List of Applications for Private Bills. 
SESSION 1922. 


PARLIAMENTARY AGENTS, 





No. TiTLE or Bu. 





1 Birmingham Corporation - - | Sharpe, Pritchard & Co. 
2 Blackburn Corporation - - | Sherwood & Co. 

3 | Black Country Tramwaysand Light | Dyson, Bell & Co. 

Railways 

4 Bolton Corporation - - - Dyson, Bell & Co, 

5 Bradford Canal (Abandonment) ~- | Grahames & Co. 

6 | Bristol Corporation - - - | Dyson, Bell & Co. 

7 Bristol Tramways . - - | Sherwood & Co. 

8 sritish Empire Exhibition’ - - | Sherwood & Co, 


9 Cambridge Corporation - - - | Sharpe, Pritchard & Co. 
10 | City of Dublin Steam Packet | Grahames & Co. 
Company 


l City of London (Various Powers) - | Sherwood & Co, 
2 | Colne Valley Water - - - | Sherwood & Co. 
13 Dartmouth Harbour Commissioners | Torr, Durnford & Co. 
(Reconstitution) 
14 Doncaster Corporation - - - | Sherwood & C 
15 | Durham County Water Board - | Sharpe, Pritchard & © 
16 Great Northern Railway - - | Dyson, Bell & 


17 | Halifax Corporation - - - | Lewin, Gregory & 

18 | Jarrow Extension and Improve- | Torr, Durnford & Co, 
ment 
19 | Kingston-upon-Hull Corporation - | Sharpe, Pritchard & Co. 
20 | Lambeth Borough Council (Super- | Sharpe, Pritchard & Co. 
annuation) 








21 Legal and General Assurance Society | Rees & Freres. 
22 Leicester Freemen - - - | Rees & Freres, 
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TitLe or Bre. 


PARLIAMENTARY AGENTS, 





London, Brighton and South Coast 
Railway 

| London County Council (General 
Powers) 

London County Council (Tramways 
Trolley Vehicles 
ments) 

Madras Railway Annuities’ - - 

Metropolitan Railway - . 

Milford Docks - 

| Neath Corporation . . 
| Newcastle and Gateshead Water 

Newhaven and Seaford Water 

Northampton Corporation — - . 

North Metropolitan Electric Power 
Supply 

Nottinghamshire 
Tramways 

Nottingham 
Navigation) 

Ossett Corporation (Water) 

Padiham Urban District Council 

Port of London & Midland Railway 

tailways (North-Western and Mid- 

| land Group) 
Ramsgate Corporation 
tiver Cam Conservancy 





and ; 


and Derbyshire 


Corporation (Trent 


tugby School . - : : 

Saint Marylebone Borough Council 
(Superannuation) 

| Sandwich Port and Haven’ - - 


Sheffield Gas Company . 
Shepton Mallet Waterworks - ‘ 
Shoreditch and other Metropolitan 


Improve- | 


Borough Councils (Superannua- | 


tion) 


South-East Kent Coal Companies - 


South Staffordshire Water - - 
South Wales Electrical Power Dis- 
tribution Company 
Staffordshire Asylums . 
Staffordshire Potteries Water 
| Stock Conversion and Investment 
Trust (North-Western Trust) 
Stoke-on-Trent Corporation (Gas 
Consolidation) 
| Stretford and District Gas Board 
| Sunderland & South Shields Water 
Swansea Corporation 
| Tees Conservane y 
Thames Deep-Water 
tailways 
Trafford Park . . . 
Wear Navigation and Sunderland 
Dock (Consolidation and Amend- 
ment) 
Windsor Gas 
Worthing Corporation 
Yorkshire Electric Power 


Wharf and 


Committee and Private Bill Office, 
House of Commons. 


Dyson, Bell & Co. 
Dyson, Bell & Co, 


Sherwood & Co. 


Sherwood & Co. 
Dyson, Bell & Co, 
Rees & Freres. 
Dyson, Bell & Co. 
Dyson, Bell & Co. 
tees & Freres. 
Sherwood & Co. 
Rees & Freres. 


John Kennedy & Co. 
Sharpe, Pritchard & Co. 


Torr, Durnford & Co. 
Baker & Son. 
Sherwood & Co, 
Sherwood & Co. 


Sharpe, Pritchard & Co. 
Sharpe, Pritchard & Co, 
Dyson, Bell & Co. 

Sharpe, Pritchard & Co. 


Dyson, Bell & Co, 

Lees & Co, 

Rees & Freres. 

Sharpe, Pritchard & Co. 
Allen & Son. 


Dyson, Bell & Co. 
She rwood & Co, 
Sharpe, Pritchard & Co. 


Dy son, Bell & Co. 
Batten & Co. 


Grahames & Co, 


| 
| 


Torr, Durnford & Co. 


Lees & Co. 


Sherwood & Co. 
Sherwood & Co. 
Torr, Durnford & Co, 
Dyson, Bell & Co, 


Jatten & Co. 
Dy son, Bell & Co, 


| sale room near by. 


R. W. Cooper & Sons. | 
Sharpe, Pritchard & Co. 
Dyson, Bell & Co. | 


F. WILLIAMS WYNN. 





| who tells you disparagingly : “‘ That is the man who advertises.” ’ 
| that after all your friends have told you, and what the Editor of Trutu 


I have never used a nom de plume, although, as my 
many readers know, I have to plead guilty to having 
filled many quires of paper with my scribble—this same 
TELEMAL scribble has been described by a leading banker as 
rs . - “es : May. 
(Tell them all). beautiful and instructive pen pictures. On pages 152-5 
of the current issue of the “‘ Connoisseur ”’ there appears 
a very able article by ‘‘ Eiremal,”’ which read backwards, reveals the name 
of the celebrated silversmith Lamerie. The article was not written nor even 
inspired by me, neither have I the slightest clue to the identity of the 
author, Although the beautiful photographs reproduced the contents of 
| the silver dressing-case collected on one of my motor tours last December 
and sold by me by auction in my rooms at Calder House for £3,300 on 
December 15, I had no idea that this had been done. The article simply 
stated that the case had recently changed hands. Well, I was the auc. 
| tioneer, and the buyer's name appeared in the Press a day or so after 
| the sale. By the way, the great newspapers kindly give publicity to the 
results of my sales, but an incorrect statement was made in recent issues 
when it was stated that one of my sales had reached £1,668, whereas 
| eleven lots produced this sum, and there were 280 lots in the sale. I am 
wondering if a slip were made in the report of a silver sale held near by 
last weck, It was reported that £8,600 was realised, but, as the six principal 
lots only reached £1,762 7s., I am inclined to think the £8,600 was the 
total of sold and unsold lots—quite a different thing. As a matter of 
| fact, | am pretty certain that the statement concerning the six principal 
lots was not quite correct, as one of the lots at least I know had been bought 
at one of my sales, and the vendor, who is known to me, failed to secure 
| the profit he hoped for in this sale. More than this, the first half comprised 
| lots which a trader failing to sell in the ordinary way, tried under the 
hammer elsewhere with disappointing results. 
tmulating the practice in the newspaper world, I have been crowing 
about my net sales, and stated that during the past few years I had sold 
| more jewels and silver than all the other London auctioneers put together. 
| Not so very long ago, it was reported in the Press that a row of pearls 
was sold for £50,000. Really it was bought in, and, I believe, sold after- 
wards by private treaty at a price which did not transpire. Anyway, the 
owner lost at least £16,000 by not accepting the offer of £66,000 made for 
it at one of my sales. Trutu says of the advertiser: ‘* Nowhere else will 
you get a better price.” What other auctioneer has ever sold as I did a 
| single-stone lady’s diamond ring for £3,965; a single emerald £5,000; a 
single diamond pendant £7,300 ; three engravings for £1,275? It matters 
| not whether it is antique furniture, porcelain, pictures, collections of 
postage stamps; write to me at once and ask me to call with my art 
expert. For a minimum fee of one guinea, or for an agreed fee, you will 
learn what one or more of your possessions will realise at my successful 
auction sales, held every week. My calls this week will include Acton, 
Richmond, Molesey, Surbiton, Woking, Farnham, Haslemere, Billingshurst, 
Haywards Heath, Henfield, Seaford, Aldington, Pembury and Crockham 
Hill; and the week after, Alverstoke, Bournemouth, Swanage, Yeovil, 
Sidbury, Budleigh Salterton, Plymouth, Ivybridge, Redruth, Port Isaac, 
Bude, Bridgwater, Weston-super-Mare, Clevedon, Bristol, Bath, Salisbury, 
Winchester. 
| Think of it, for just a guinea fee (rarely more) you can have the services 
of two experts who will arrive either by a Rolls Royce or a special Daimler. 
I never tire of telling how the newsvendor of Harlingdon, Middlesex, gave 
£10 5s. for two silver mugs at a local auction sale, when someone whispered 
in his ear: “ Take them along to Hurcomb’s sale, you will get over £100 
profit there.” Within a week I re-sold them, the lucky buyer clearing 
£110 on his purchase. At a sale in Essex not a month ago a lot 
(call it porcelain) sold for less than £20. The buyer brought them to a 
Result, over £1,700. Surely truth is stranger than 
Don’t take a bit of notice of any old-fashioned banker or lawyer 
Reply 


EIREMAL 
(Hear them all). 








fiction ! 


has affirmed as to my “* wide and honourable reputation,” you have perfect 
trust and confidence.—WILLIAM EDWARD HURCOMB, Calder House, 
(corner of Dover Street), Piccadilly, W.1. *Phone, Regent 475. 











FOR FURTHER 
INFORMATION WRITE: 


THE LICENSES AND GENERAL 
INSURANCE CO., LTD., 


eo Fire, Burglary, Loss of Profit, Employers’, | 
i '7 Fidelity, Glass, Motor, Public Liability, etc. | 


LICENSE 
INSURANCE. 








SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Suitable Clauses for Insertion in Leases and Mortgages of Licensed Property settled by 


VICTORIA EMBANKMENT (next Temple Station), W.C.2. 





Counsel will be sent on application. 
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Legal News. 


Dissolution. 
Ropert Srpney Hupson and Tuomas Lanatey Wess, Solicitors 
(Rogers & Hudsons), Richmond, Yorks, 25th day of February. ° 


[ Gazette, 3rd March, 


Appointments. 


The Right Hon. Sir Gérpon Hewarrt, K.C., M.P., has been appointed 
to be Lord Chief Justice of England in succession to Lord Trevethin, 
resigned. Sir Gordon Hewart is in his fifty-third year. Educated at 
University College, Oxford, where he won an open classical scholarship 
and where he graduated in 1891, he was called to the Bar by the Inner 
Temple in 1902. When he was reading for the Bar he was in the Reporters 
Gallery of the House of Commons, and for a few years after call he was 
engaged in journalism, but his ability as a member of the Bar was not long 
without recognition on the Northern Circuit. He has represented Leicester 
in the House of Commons since 1913. He was Solicitor-General from 
December, 1916, to January, 1919, when he became Attorney-General 
on the elevation of Lord Birkenhead to the Woolsack. Sir Gordon Hewart 
married in 1892, Sara Wood, daughter of Mr. J. Hacking Riley, of Bury, 
Lancashire. He has one son and one daughter. 

Sir Ernest Murray Pontiock, K.C., M.P., who has been Solicitor- 
General since 1919, has been appointed Attorney-General, and Mr. LEsLIE 
Freperic Scort, K.C., M.P., has been appointed Solicitor-General. 

Mr. Cuartes D. Murray, C.M.G., K.C., M.P., Solicitor-General for 
Scotland has been appointed Lord Advocate in succession to the Right 
Hon. T. B. Morison, K.C., M.P. Mr. Murray was admitted to the Faculty 
of Advocates in Scotland in 1889, was Dean of the Faculty, 1918 to 1920, 
and Sheriff of Renfrew and Bute from 1918 until he became Solicitor- 
General for Scotland in 1920 in succession to Mr. Morison. He has 
been M.P. (Co. U.) for South Edinburgh since 1918, and was formerly 
Major, Forth Division, R.E., retiring in 1907. In 1916 he became a 
staff captain at the War Office, and lieutenant-colonel in the Army (tem- 
porary) in 1917, when he was also appointed Director of National Service 
for Scotland. 

The following gentlemen have been appointed to the rank of King’s 
Counsel :—Ernest Joseru Scuusrer, Tuomas Hennrine Parr, CHARLES 
WELLER Kent, Joun Henry Layton, AktTHuR MALcoLm Latrer, ALFRED 
Frank Torna, JosHvua SCHOLEFIELD, ARTHUR Pace, RAayMOND HERBERT 
Roope Reeve, Tom Eastuam, Joun Routeston Lorr-WILviAMs, JOHN 
EpWARD SINGLETON, WILFRED ARTHUR GREENE, WILLIAM ALLEN JOWITT. 


General. 


Mr. George Dunning Cann, M.A., of Northernhey-place, Exeter, and of 
Dishcombe, South Tawton, solicitor, Registrar of the Okehampton County 
Court since 1904, left estate of the gross value of £21,418. 

At the Devon Assizes on Ist March, Alfred Ernest Hopper, solicitor, of 
Barnstaple, was sentenced to five years’ penal servitude on each of two 
charges of converting to his own use two separate sums of £2,000 entrusted 
to him in each case by a client for investment. The sentences are to run 
concurrently. 

Mr. John Horace Round, LL.D., has been compelled for reasons of 
health to place in the hands of the Attorney-General] his resignation of the 
appointment of Honorary Historical Adviser to the Crown in Peerage 
Cases. In view of the very valuable services rendered by Dr. Round 
during many years, the Attorney-General has accepted his resignation 
with great regret. 

The Right Hon. Nathaniel, Baron Lindley, P.C., of East Carleton, 
Norfolk, a former Master of the Rolls and a Lord Justice of Appeal, the 
last of the Serjeants-at-Law, who died on 9th December, aged 93, left 
estate of the gross value of £23,718, with net personalty £13,115. He left 
legacies ranging from £200 to £25 to servants, whether still in his service 
or not, 








Sir Henry Arthur White, 0.V.O., of Great Marlborough-street, W., 
and of The Knoll, Beckenham, Kent, solicitor, of Messrs. A. & H. W hite, 
solicitor for the private affairs of Queen Victoria, King Edward VII, 
King Geroge V, and the members of the Royal Family, a director of the 
Law Fire Insurance Society, Limited, and of the Second Sakhalin Syndicate, 
Limited, who died on 5th January, aged 72, left estate of the gross value 
of £13,614, with net personalty £11,869, 

Dealing with charges of assaults on the police, at Marlborough-street 
on Ist March, Mr. Mead, the magistrate, said: “‘I shall continue to 
convict prisoners upon the evidence of constables, though without cor- 
roboration of the outside public, if I am convinced that the whole of the 
case has been proved, and I am not going to be deterred from taking that 
course, because it would not be in the public interest. The police force 
might as well be disbanded if their evidence is not to be accepted in the 
same way as other witnesses.” 

Mr. James Donald, M.R.C.S., of St. James’-road, Kingston-on-Thames, 
who died on 18th December last, a bachelor without parents, left estate of 
the gross value of £31,655, with net personalty of £31, 514. His will 
is made on a half-sheet of notepaper, dated 13th December, ‘4.45 a.m., 
10,000 for Laura, 10,000 Edith, 10,000 Arthur. Pay expenses 
first, and then divide equally. Last will and testament of James Donald, 
in the presence of each other. An affidavit as to its execution was required 
but the will has been admitted to probate as a valid document. 

Mr. Albert Gibson, of Hill Court, Cheltenham, Glos., solicitor and law 
coach, of Messrs. Gibson and Weldon, of Chancery-lane, E.C., author of 
several books on law, who died on 25th December, aged 69, left estate 
of the gross value of £50,868, with net personalty £42,828. He made his 
own will and a codicil and made several errors in doing so, and an affidavit 
as to its due execution was required before the document could be admitted 
to probate. He gave £5 to each male or female clerk in the service of 
Messrs. Gibson and Weldon or employed in the business known as the 
Law Notes Lending Library. 

Lady Davey, widow of Lord Davey, Lord of Appeal in Ordinary, died 
at Bath on Friday, the 3rd inst. She was Louisa Hawes, daughter of 
John Donkin, C.E., and she married Lord Davey in 1862, the year after 
his call to the Bar. She leaves one son, the Hon, Horace Scott Davey, 
formerly lieutenant-colonel commanding the 18th Hussars, and four 
daughters, the Hon. Mrs. Lawrence, widow of Mr. G. P. Lawrence, the 
Hon. Mrs. Strachey, wife of Mr. R. 8. Strachey, the Hon. Lady Gatacre, 
widow of General Sir William Gatacre, and the Hon. Mrs. Pember, wife 
of Mr. F. W. Pember, Warden of All Souls, Oxford. Lady Davey’s younger 
son, the Hon. Arthur Jex Davey, C. B.E., Deputy Director of Army Contracts, 
was lost at sea in the ‘‘ Leinster’ in 1918. He married a daughter of his 
father’s old friend, Mr. W. F. Robinson, Vice-Chancellor of the Duchy, 
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Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


ROTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
Mr. Justice 


Date EMERGENCY APPEAL CourT Mr. Justice 
ROTA. No. 1. EVE. PETERSON, 

Monday Mar. 13 Mr. Synge Mr. Jolly Mr. More Mr. Jolly 
Tuesday ...... i4 Garrett More Jolly More 
Wednesday ... 15 Bloxam Synge More Jolly 
Thursday ..... 16 Hicks Beach ¢iarrett Jolly More 
oo aa 17 Jolly Bloxam More Jolly 
Saturday ..... 18 More Hicks Beach Jolly More 

Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 

SARGANT. RUSSELL. ASTBURY. P. O. LAWRENCE. 

Monday Mar. 13 Mr. Synge Mr. Garrett Mr. Bloxam Mr. Hicks Beach 
Tuesday ...... 14 Garrett Synge Hicks Beach Bloxam 
Wednesday .. 15 Synge Garrett Bloxam Hicks Beach 
Thursday ..... 16 Garrett Synge . Hicks Beach Bloxam 
Friday ....... 17 Synge Garrett Bloxam Hicks Beach 
Saturday ..... 18 Garrett Synge Hicks Beach Bloxam 








VALUATIONS FOR INSURANCE.—It is very essential that ali Policy Holders should 
pate a — valuation of their effects. Property is poo ver inadequetely 
nsured, and in case of loss insurers suffer accordingly. DE BEN HAM 8TO 
(LIMITED). 26, King Street, Covent Garden, W.C.2, the well-known chattel valuers and 
auctioneers (establis ed over 100 years), have a staif of expert Valuers, and will be giad 
to advise those desiring valuations for any purpose. Jewels, plate, furs, furniture, 
wells of art, bric-d-brac a speciality.—{ADVT. } 
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| HEAD OFFICES: 
(General Manager - 


161, STRAND, 


o * The Law Blgency Limited 


AND AT 


56-62, SOUTH CAST: 
STREET, 


EDMUND JORDAN). 








LONDON, W.C.2. 

| (Adjoining King’s College 

and Somerset House). 
Telegrams: 


* LAWGENCY, ESTRAND, 
Lonpoy.” 


PROBATE, 


adi ws oot se ee LIVERPOOL. 


THE MOST EXPERIENCED STAFF FOR 


COMPANY REGISTRATION, | 
SEARCHES, &c. 


Telephone: BANK 4436. 


SPECIAL INCLUSIVE 
TERMS to London and 
Country Solicitors for 
= Printing, Stationery, 








Telephone: City 4779. 
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Forms, Drafts, etc. 
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LONDON UNIVERSITY DEGREES IN LAWS. 


University Correspondence College 


Founded 1887. 
WILLIAM BRIGGS, tt.p., p.c.1., 


Provides Courses of Preparation for the Intermediate and Degree Examinations in Laws 


of London University. 


During the Fifteen Years ended December 31st, 1921, notwithstanding the dislocation caused by the War, above Twelve 
Thousand U.C.C. Students passed London University Examinations. 





Prospectus, giving full details, post free from the Secretary: No. 61, BURLINGTON HOUSE, CAMBRIDGE. 


M.A., B.Sc., F.C.S., F.R.A.S.) 











Winding-up Notices. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANTES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

CREDITORS MUST SEND IN THEIR CLAIMS TO THE 
LIQUIDATOR AS NAMED ON OR BEFORE 
THE DATE MENTIONED. 

London Gazette.—Fripay, March 3 
Joun Brapsury & Co. Lrp. Mar. 25. Joseph Stephenson, 

13, Queen-st., Peterborough 
Tyne Giass Works Lrp. Mar. 17 \ 
[emington Glass Works Ltd., Lemingt 
LioneL Barner & Co. Lrp, April 
t., Liv 
» Lop. April & 
Swansea 
cowcnorr Lrp 
ng-st., Liv 
London Gazett 
THe DUROLITE MANUPACTI Lrp 
Merrett, F.C.A., 41, Finsbury,sq., BE.C.2 
LLOYDS COMPOSITIONS ¢ Lp. April 10 
Post Offiee Chambers, St. Nicholas-sq., 
Tvne 
ALLIANCE CINEMATOORAPH Co. LTD April 7 
Warnes, 6, John Dalton-st., Manchester 
M. MoLyneux (Lon~pon) Lrp March 27. W 
Threlford, 120, London Wall, E.C.2, 
ENDALE AND District FARMERS’ AvcTiION Mart Lip 
h 21. George R. Holt, 65, Bank-st., Rawtenstall 
virus LTD April 8. O. Griffiths, 18-20, 
Mancl ter 


Loscombe Wallis, 
m-on-Tyne. 
Louis Nicholas, 


Alfred O. John, Central 
Mar. 31 William Denton, 7, 
rpool 

March 7 

March 31. H. ¢ 


rur 


RING CO 


DAY, 
William T. Price 
Newcastle upon 
Walter H 
Lacon 
Ro 
Mar 
T. A 


Brown-st 


New 


Resolutions for Winding-up 
Voluntarily. 

Fripay, March 3. 

Amalgamated Sales Organisa- 


tion Ltd 
Pancras 


London Gazette 
The Kummel Co, Ltd 
Alex. Graham », Ltd 
B. Y. Jackso ‘ St 
frown Topics Foundry Ltd. 
F. O. Read & Co. Ltd Northumberland 
Mark Bailey & Co. Limited Lt 
Frank & Montagu Ltd Durolite 
P. W. Marshall & Co. Ltd Ltd 
Thorton and Dixon Ltd Semco Limited 
W. Giles Ltd Franco-British Steamship Co 
Thomas L. Hal 4 
Niggerino Ltd, 
London Gazette rt 
Che Rivoli (Southend) Ltd Ww 
G. F. Smith & Son (London) The 
Ltd Ltd 
Cunningham Shaw & Co. Ltd. Unicorn Sheet Metals Ltd. 
The “ Camillo ” Tank Steam rhanet Electric Co. Ltd 
ship Co. Ltd Snercold Engineering Co, Ltd 
Arnold & Large Ltd St. Helens Café & Recreation 
Ware & De Freville Ltd Co. Ltd 
Percival B. Williams & Co. M. Molyneux (London) Ltd. 
Onslow Syndicate Ltd 
Cardiff Steam Towing Co. Ltd. 
Blowing Co, Ltd John Stait & Co. Ltd 
Penzance Central Hall Co. Goldthorpe, Scott & Wright, 
Ltd Ltd 
G. Garments Ltd South London Brush Co. Ltd 
Novea, Stockwell & Co. Ltd The Celluloid and Collodion 
T. A. Griffiths Ltd Products Co. Ltd. 


AJuminium 
Cinema Co 


Manufacturing Co 


Ltd 
Farquhar & Sons Ltd 
SDAY, March 7 

Ganderton & Co. Ltd. 
Walton-le-Dale Garage 


Ceorae 


Ltd 
Midland Electric Rotary 





Bankruptcy Notices. 


RECEIVING ORDERS 


London Gazette FRIDAY, March 3 
Anpers, THERESA, Wigan. Wigan. Pet. Feb. 21. Ord, Feb. 


Assua, 8S. & Co., Manchester. Manchester. Pet. Jan. 17 
Ord. Mar. 1 

BALLARD, MARGARET, Wigan 
Mar 1 

BATTERSBY, SAMUEL, Golborne 
Feb, 28 


BiRTWIstLe, R. & Co., Manchester, Manchester. Pet. Feb. 10. 
Ord. Feb. 28. 


Wigan. Pet. Mar. 1. Ord 


Bolton. Pet. Feb. 28. Ord. 


BROWNHILL, Mary E., Marble-arch, W.2. High Court. Pet. 
Jan. 11. Ord. Feb 

COOKE, CRAWFORD ( 
Ord. Feb, 22 

Corr, EpMunp J., Swansea. 
Feb. 28 

COWARD, F 
Feb. 28 

CowLey, L., Cardiff. Cardiff. Pet. Feb. 17. Ord 

CREASEY, Freperic C., West Mersea, Essex. ( 
Pet. Jan. 20. Ord. Feb. 27. 

Davies, Joun, Lilandilo. Carmarthen. Mar. 1. 
Mar. 1 

DAVIES, JoHN, Luton 

Dawes, WILLIAM J., Fe 
Feb. 23. Ord. Feb. 23 

DOMONOWITZ, MARK, Dalston. 
Ord 

EDINGTON, JoserH M., Lancaster 
Ord, Feb.27 

EDWARDS, THOMAS, Chester. 
Mar. 1 

FactoR, HYMAN, Aberavon 

FISCANER, Kate, Northarapton 
Ord. Feb. 28 

Goss, FREDERICK C., 
Ord. Feb, 28 

GovuLp, Lypta M., Ringwood. Salisbury. Pet. Feb. 27. Ord 


Suffolk. 


, North Mimms. Barnet. Pet. Feb. 2. 


Swansea. Pet. Feb. 28. 


, Holloway. High Court. Pet. Jan. 28. Ord. 


Feb 


92 


Pet 


Feb. 28 
Pet. 


Ord 
Hanley. 


Feb. 14 
nt. 


Luton. Pet 
nton, Stoke-on-Tr 


High Court Pet. Feb. 9. 


Feb. 28. 
eb. 27 


Preston. Pet. F 


Chester. Pet. Mar. 1. Ord 


Pet. Mar. 1. Ord. Mar. 1. 
Pet 


Neath 
Northampton 
Pet. Feb. 28 


Bishopston. Bristol 


eb. 27. 
Harrison, Percy §8., Oulton 
Yarmouth. Pet. Feb. 27. Ord 
Hastix, Jounx J., Dartington. 
Mar. i. Ord. Mar. 1. 
Hoppes, A., Liverpool 
HOLDING, WILLIAM, Sheffield 


28 


Broad, Great 
Feb. 27 
Stockton-on-Tees. Pet 
Feb 27. 
Ord, 


Ord 
Feb. 28. 


Pet. Feb. 8 
Pet 


Liverpool 
Sheffield 
Feb 
Hopkinson, Frep, Uppermill, Yorks 
Ord. Feb. 27 
Hoves, CHARLes E., Stockport. 
Ord. Mar 
HOWLETT, .« is H., 
Ord. Feb. ‘ 
JONES, Epwarp J., Ynysybwl 
Ord. Feb. 27 
KAYE, ALBERT, Leeds. Leeds 
KILBURY, Ernest, Halifax. 
Feb. 28 
LAWRENCE, Freperick W., Cardiff, 
Ord. Feb. 28 
LAWSON, Joun W., Lincoln, 
Mar. 1. 
LITTLEWOOD, SYDNEY, Sheffield. 
Ord. Feb. 27 
MULLINS, Georae W., Worksop. Sheffield 
Feb. 27 
NIXON, 8. HILTON, Liverpool. Liverpool. Pet. Jan. 23. Ord 
Mar. | 
OWEN, MARGARET, New Brighton. Pet 
Ord. Feb, 28 
Prarce, Groner R., 
Ord. Feb. 28. 
PeRMAIN, THOMAS W., Clifford-st., W 
Dee. 5. Ord. Feb. 27 
POLEHAMPTON, ExNustT R., Margate. 
Feb. 27. Ord. Feb. 27 
PYRAH, Horace, Blackpool. Blackpool, Pet. Feb, 17. Ord 
eb. 27 
Rose, THOMAS S., Grampound-rd., Cornwall 
25. Ord. Feb, 27 
, LEONARD, East Cowes. 


Oldham. Pet. Feb. 27. 


Stockport. Pet. Mar. 1. 


Sacriston. Durham. Pet. Feb. 27. 


Pontypridd. Pet. Feb. 27. 
Feb. 27. 
Ord. 


Pet. Feb. 27. Ord 
Halifax. Pet, Nov. 21. 


Cardiff. Pet. Feb. 14, 


Lincoln. Pet. Mar.1. Ord 


Sheffield. Pet. Feb. 27. 


Pet Feb. 27. Ord. 


Birkenhead Feb. 9 


Ludlow. Leominster. Pet. Feb. 28. 


High Court. Pet. 


Canterbury. Pet. 


Truro. Pet 


Newport. Pet. Feb, 27. 

SAVILLE, 
Feb, 2: 

SKIDMORE, 
Feb, 25. 

STRATFORD, GEORGE, Sheffield. Sheffield. Pet. Feb. 27. Ord. 
Feb, 27 

WASSELL, RALPH, Binbrook. 
Ord. Feb. 28 

WEIGUTMAN, HvuGH, Southsea 
Ord. Feb. 27. 


T is very important that one’s Keys should 
be registered by a reliable Company. You 
should ring up 1445 Clerkenwell to-day, and ask 
the Britis ey Registry about it or write 
| London Office, 64, Finsbury Pavement, E.C.2. 


H., Kensington, High Court. Pet. Nov. 5. Ord. 
3 


AnTHUR, Derby. Derby. Pet. Feb. 25. Ord. 


Great Grimsby. Pet. Feb. 28. 


Portsmouth. Pet. Feb. 27. 





Ord. 


‘helmsford. 


Ord. | BevAN, GERARD L., Upper Grosvenor-st., Cornhill. 


Feb. 28. 


London Gazette —TUPSDAY, March 7. 

ANDREWS, FREDERICK, Reading. Reading. Pet. March 3. 
Ord. Mareh 3. 

APLIN, FREDERICK G., Portswood, Southampton. Southamp- 
ton. Pet. March3. Ord. March 3. 

ARON, JEAN 8S., Goprrey «& Co., Blenheim-st., W. High 
Court. Pet. Feb. 10. Ord. March 3. 

Atrer, George H., Ince-in-Makerfield. Pet. 
March 3. Ord. March 3. 

BEDNELL WILLIAM, Coventry. 
Ord. March 2. 


Wigan. 


Coventry. Pet. March 2, 

High 
Court. Pet. Feb. 23. Ord. March 3. 

BROWN, JOHN G., Sneinton, Notts. Leicester. 
Ord. March 3. 
CARTER, STANLEY L. K., 
March 4. Ord. March 4. 
CLARK, THOMAS, Stanley. 
Feb. 8. Ord. Feb. 28. 
DenT, Epwarp A., Hornsea. 
March 4. Ord. March 4. 
DICKINSON, WILLIAM, Dalton-in-Furness. 
Pet. March 2. Ord. March 2. 

Drury, ALFRED T., Milton Regis, Kent. 
March 3. Ord. March 3. 

EpWarps, Epwin_ H., 
March 2. Ord. Marcel 2. 

FALBAUM, Ropert, Dufferin-st. 
Ord. March 3 

GAY, ALFRED, Lea and Cleverton, Wilts. 
March 3. Ord. March 3. 

GILHAM, HERBERT W., Hall-pl., Paddington. 
Pet. March 2. Ord. March 2. 

HALL, R, Eaton, Hooton, 
Feb. 13. Ord. March 3. 

HARTLEY, WILLIAM R., Walworth. High Court. Pet. 
Dec. 12. Ord. Feb. 25. 

HEALD, Mary H., Leonard Stanley, Glos. Pet. 

Pet. 


Pet. March 3. 


Shepton Mallet. Wells. Pet. 


Newcastle-upon-Tyne. Pet. 


Kingston-upon-Hull. Pet. 


Barrow-in-Furness 


Rochester. Pet. 


Marlborough. Swindon. Pet. 


High Court. Pet. Jan. 27. 


Swindon. Pet, 


High Court. 


Chester. Birkenhead. Pet. 


Gloucester. 
March 3. Ord. March 3. 
HEPPELL, MARGUERITE A., 
March 3. Ord. March 3. 
Horses, CLirForD, West Derby, 

Pet. Feb. 9. Ord. March 2. 
HoyLe, Horace, Blackpool. 
Ord. March 2. 
JACKSON, JoserH, Halifax. Halifax. 
March 2. 
LEATHER, Louisa, Ossett, Yorks. 
Ord. March 2. 
MACDOUALL, CHARLES, Tufnell 
Pet. Sept.8. Ord. March 1. 
Myers, JAMES W., Menston, Yorks. 
Ord. March 2. 

NIcEL, W. J., Salisbury. 
March 1. 

NUTTALL, HARRY, 
Ord. March 2. 

PARKINSON, WILLIAM H., King’s Langley. 
March 3. Ord. March 3. 

PEARSON, THOMAS M., 
March 3. Ord. March 3. 

REDSTONE, WILLY, Hart-st., 
Jan. 3. Ord. March 2. 

RICHARDSON, SIDNEY, Brownlow-st., 
Pet. Jan. 12. Ord. March 1. 

ROBINSON, JOHN, Bury. Bolton. 
March 3. 

ROTHERHAM, EDWARD T., Snodland, 
Pet. March 2. Ord. March 2. 

SPENCE, GEoRGE W. B., and SPENCE, Percy C., Southweld. 
Great Yarmouth. Pet. March 4. Ord. March 4. 

TOWNEND, GERTRUDE, Coventry. Coventry. Pet. March 1. 
Ord, March 1. 

TWELL, HAROLD A., Bourne. 
Ord. March 3. 

West, ArTuur 8., Ilkeston. 
March 3. 

WoopHovse, STANLEY, Lancaster. 
Ord. March 3. 

WooDWARD, WINIFRED, Llangwyryton. 
Feb. 27. Ord. Feb. 27. 


EVIDENCE 


on behalf of Christianity is provided by the 
CHRISTIAN EVIDENCE SOCIETY 
33 and 34, Craven Street, W.C.2. 


Harrogate. Harrogate. 


Liverpool. Liverpool, 


Blackpool. Pet. March 2. 


Pet. March 2. Ord. 


Dewsbury. Pet. March 2. 


’ark-rd., N. High Court. 


Leeds. Pet. March 2. 


Salisbury. Pet. Jan. 26. Ord, 


Liverpool. Liverpool. Pet. Jan. 30. 


Barnet. Pet. 


Spalding. Peterborough. Pet. 


W.C. High Court. Pet. 


W.C. High Court. 


Pet. March 3. Ord. 


Kent. Maidstone. 


Peterborough. Pet. Feb. 14. 


Derby. Pet. Feb. 15. Ord. 


Preston. Pet. March 3. 


Aberystwyth. Pet. 
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